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different viewpoints will satisfy advocates of

nCTo "the extent, however, that this Is an 
attempt to take farm policy out of partisan 

•«*!,:. it will be welcomed by farmers. We 
P° "'f' 1 that the members will not mount 
thefr Ideological horses and ride off In all 
directions.

-•"

Congress Should Pass New Tidelands Law

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. SAMUEL W. YORTY
OP CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 6, 1953
Mr YORTY. Mr. Speaker, I should 

like to direct attention to an editorial 
which appeared in the Los Angeles Daily 
News, of which the very able Robert L. 
Smith is publisher. The Daily News is 
a Democratic paper: 

CONGRESS SHOULD PASS NEW TIBELANOS LAW
One event may be scheduled as probable 

for 3953 under the new Congress, and that 
Is the reclsion to the States of tldelands-oil 
control.

This Is not, never was, and never should be 
a partisan Issue; We have never argued with 
the United States Supreme Court's decision 
that the Federal Government has a para 
mount Interest In the tldelands. What we 
have contended Is that the Supreme Court 
had to go on what the law has been and Is, 
and until that law Is changed by Congress' 
there Isn't much more that the highest 
tribunal can do.

What we believe will happen and should 
happen Is that the Congress will, with a con 
siderable majority and with both Democratic 
and Republican votes, amend or repeal the 
present law and enact a new one that will 
give the States full control over and title to 
the tldelands which lawyers and courts alike 
agree they had or should have had before 
combining to form a Union and even after 
ward.

It is Implicit In the Constitution that In 
the event of war or any other crisis affecting 
the safety of the Union that the Federal 
Government shall have first and immediate 
access to any natural resources within our 
national boundaries.

ALL WANT COUNTRY TO BE SECURE

If the lawmakers conclude, after their de 
liberations, that the right of the Government 
to such access must be made explicit within 
the law, they should act at once to give that 
assurance for no good American wants his 
country to be anything less than completely 
secure.

It is absurd, and seems so even to laymen, 
to think that any natural resource within 
any State boundary not actually owned by 
the Federal Government should not belong 
either to private citizens or to the State. 
Otherwise no State would be In a position 
to develop Its resources properly and titles 
rang held and enjoyed would be, at the least, 
clouded and at the worst a source of possible 
bankruptcy for many municipalities, firms, 
and individuals. With a State in doubt as 
to Its title to Its own lands it would destroy 
the right of eminent domain.

At the moment there Is grave uncertainty 
about who owns what in the way of tide- 
lands oil and it Is threatening a chaotic 
situation. There Is, for one thing, a fund 
or $40,000,000 Impounded and Useless which, 
" the States were certain of their tidelands 
ownership, would go to parks and beaches
*°" development. These funds have accrued 
from oil royalties. II Congress elects to give

the States control with a proviso that such 
funds are to be used for education, as some 
urge. It Is relatively Immaterial. What Is 
material Is that the States should have the 
title and be allowed to use royalties as they 
see tit.

OILMEN DON'T CARE WHO OWNS IT

Quite a legend has sprung up to the effect 
that the big oil companies want the States 
to have title to the tldelands because these 
companies can better control State govern 
ments. That Is poppycock. Actually the big 
oil companies do not care who owns the title 
so long as they can get a fair and reasonable 
break from whatever level of government 
that holds the title. Individual oilmen, like 
Individual citizens of whatever occupation, 
differ In their personal attitudes. They 
would be strange If they didn't.

It seems a little Illogical to assume that 
an oil company or anyone else concerned with 
oil could or would seek to corrupt the State 
government of California any more than they 
would seek to corrupt the Government of 
the United States. We are certain that such 
a notion would not be regarded by Repub 
licans as a grade A thesis In view of the fact 
that a good Republican heads the California 
government and a good Democrat has headed 
the Federal Government for some time.

It Is not, as we said at the start, a parti 
san matter. It is simply a question of right 
and Justice—a question of whether a sov 
ereign State has the same right to control 
Its resources that it has to administer jus 
tice and the economic life of Its people and 
its territory.

Import Duty on Copper

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
op

HON. JAMES T. PATTERSQH
OP CONNECTICUT

IN THE SOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 6, 1953
Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. Speaker, as 

my first legislative act in the Eighty- 
third Congress, I am pleased to sponsor 
a measure, introduced today, which will 
continue the suspension of the import 
duty on copper to June 30, 1954.

In my first term, I recognized the need 
for encouragement of copper imports to 
supplement the domestic supply. It was 
evident that unemployment in the brass 
Industry would pose a serious economic 
threat to the well-being of my constitu 
ents if insufficient copper were available 
for fabrication. The maintenance of a 
defense program also necessitated gov 
ernmental cooperation in the procure 
ment of copper from foreign sources. 
The Patterson Act of 1947, and subse 
quent enactments has been responsible 
for the boost in supplies from that period, 
and has additionally strengthened our 
ties with our fine neighbor to the south, 
Chile. The Chilean economy is mainly 
dependent upon copper exports, and we. 
have gained a mutual advantage through' 
the suspension of the tax.

No harm has come to our domestic 
producers from this legislation, and I 
can foresee none from its continuance 
through the first half of 1954. The sup 
ply of copper from all sources does not 
yet meet the demand, and there will be 
no appreciable shift in that situation for 
some time to come.

I am Impressed with the personal as 
surance given me by the chairman of 
the House Committee on Ways and 
Means that this bill will be the first 
order of business on the committee's 
agenda. I trust that the Congress will 
complete action before the February 15 
expiration of the present suspension.

Why Is Mr. Churchill Here?

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF

KON. SAMUEL W. YORTY
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 6, 1953
Mr. YORTY. Mr. Speaker, the great 

and distinguished Prime Minister of 
Great Britain has hurried here for an 
unprecedented conference with General 
Eisenhower before the general has even 
taken over the reigns of government. 
Anyone who has studied Mr. Churchill's 
conduct of diplomacy know that only 
matters deemed by him to be of great 
urgency could cause him to personally 
visit General Eisenhower at this particu 
lar time. Other less dramatic means of 
communication are readily available and 
their use would entail no questions of 
protocol and propriety. Of course, no 
one will be expected to take seriously 
the Prime Minister's explanation that 
his visit with the President-elect is in 
cidental to a vacation trip.

Just what are the problems which are 
agitating the Prime Minister? What 
course of action contemplated by the 
general does he wish to influence or 
change? We should bear in mind that 
Mr. Churchill had much to do with Gen 
eral Elsenhower's rise to fame. It was 
Mr. Churchill who approved of General 
Eisenhower as Commander in Chief of 
operations in Africa at a time when a 
very large percentage of the forces in his 
command were British. Mr. Churchill, 
in his history of the second war explains 
his part in the selection of General 
Eisenhower for his several wartime as 
signments. The Prime Minister, in his 
books, is glowing in his praise of his 
friend Ike. Naturally, Mr. Churchill 
feels, and no doubt rightly so, that he 
can be more persuasive with the general 
than any other representative of a 
foreign nation.

Certainly I have no qbjection to Mr. 
Churchill's visit. In fact, I welcome it. 
He is a great and distinguished world 
figure. My esteem for him is such that I 
have read every word of the some 4,000 
pages in five volumes of his history of 
the Second World War, but I still would 
like to know just what brings him here 
at this time.

Critics of the incumbent administra 
tion have constantly ' demanded that 
President Wilson's "open covenants 
openly arrived at" be adhered to. Well, 
now they have a chance to prove their 
sincerity. Without subterfuge or diplo 
matic double talk let them explain the 
purpose of the Prime Minister's unprec 
edented mission.
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South Koreans and Chinese Nationalist j 
troops, we will not only ease the pressure on 
our own men but will make the opposition 
to aggression In that part of the world. 
Asiatic In character. This will deal a second 
blow—this time at Russian propaganda— 
which tries to becloud the Issue by saying 
that western nations are Invading Asia.

This fiction will be exposed as more and 
more Asiatics Join In driving Russian mer 
cenaries out of Korea, which Is part of Asia.

When the President-elect of the United 
States said during the political campaign 
that he would go in person to Korea to size 
up the situation and see what could be done 
to break the stalemate, he struck a respon 
sive chord in the hearts of the American 
people.

This has ceased to be a partisan issue. It 
concerns the Nation and the cause of world 
peace. We do not separate our soldiers into 
Republican or Democratic divisions.

There is not much time left for sidestep 
ping the main concern of most Americans.

It Is: "What next in Korea?"
When Vlshinsky gets up to speak In the 

U. N. there Is a curl of contempt on his lips, 
for he knows that he is playing to confusion 
and weakness. When allied armies batter 
his second-hand forces in Korea, his gang 
calls for a truce to ward off disaster.

That worked once.
It won't again.
The United States cannot abandon Korea, 

for no nation can ever respect a coward. And 
It cannot appease. For no matter how slick 
an arrangement could be contrived, appease 
ment would be detected for what it is—which 
is delayed surrender.

And yet we cannot bog down In wordy 
deadlock.

Korea Is the battlefield. Localized there, 
decided there, it could convince Russia that 
further aggression anywhere else would not 
be profitable, and Russia would have learned 
the great lesson without directly losing face.

The issue cannot be frozen, It cannot be 
abandoned, it cannot be put off to another 
day. There are no rain checks in Korea.

The time has come to call Russia's bluff. 
I believe that the Kremlin will back down, 
passing the buck to the Chinese Reds as she 
has planned all along in case things went 
wrong.

The contention that this might extend the 
war is not valid now. The free world Is be 
coming stronger with each passing day. Rus 
sia had a frightening opportunity several 
years ago when Europe was so weak and our 
own defenses had been cut to the bone. 
Whatever else may be said about the Com 
munists, they do not Ignore clear evidence of 
growing military might In the opposite camp.

We have gained time In which to become 
strong.

Russia did not attack when all the odds 
favored its military machine. It won't gam 
ble now, for Its advantage has passed. And 
the recent reliable reports that the United 
States has exploded the first hydrogen bomb 
Is a further deterrent.

I believe that we should fix a time limit 
for the acceptance of truce terms. If that 
deadline should pass without a real armistice, 
then we should employ every weapon and all 
the outside manpower that has been offered 
to us, plus additional reinforcements from 
reluctant allies, to force a military decision 
In Korea.

I am confident that a strong declaration 
of purpose, backed by clear evidence that we 
mean to go through with it, will swiftly bring 
the Communists to terms and end the war.

If we could check with our men In Korea, 
I believe that they would prefer a showdown 
to force the peace or a massive military 
break-through to victory. They who have 
most at stake do not want to suffer on and 
on without end and without reason.

Decision day is near In Korea.

President Should Not Block Tidelands 
Solution

EXTENSION OP REMARKS 
OP

HON. SAMUEL W. YORTY
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 6, 1953
Mr. YORTY. Mr. Speaker, the senior 

Senator from Utah has brought into 
the open a heretofore "back stage" fight 
over the tidelands which has been going 
on within inner circles of the admin 
istration for several days. Urged on by 
diehards and poor losers with support 
from get-rich-quick claim jumpers the 
President has been put under pressure 
to take last-minute action calculated to 
hamper and complicate imminent solu 
tion of the tidelands controversy. Such 
ill-considered vindictive action would 
amount to an admission that the ad 
ministration is capable of the kind of 
attitude of which it has been accused by 
its most extreme critics.

Several days ago I advised the Presi 
dent by telegram that I had heard 
rumors about his contemplated order and 
asked him to see me before making an 
irrevocable decision to issue it. I have 
had no reply to my wire.

The .proposed order establishing a 
naval petroleum reserve was drafted 
several years ago. Its purpose was to 
try to force Congress to set up legal ma 
chinery for administration of the tide- 
lands. The scheme was abandoned as 
inadvisable and illegal. In addition to 
this it was found that the Navy opposed 
being in the oil business and had found 
the handling of existing naval petroleum 
reserves overly difficult and unsatisfac 
tory. Obviously the dusting off of this 
discarded scheme is for political effect 
and not for reasons of conservation or 
national defense.

The tidelands claimants who have 
filed on valuable producing off-shore oil 
lands and who assert a right to take them 
over as political war booty are .most 
anxious, for technical legal reasons, to 
see the proposed order issued. Their 
filings are based on the theory that the 
off-shore fields are public lands within 
the meaning of the Federal leasing law 
under which they are trying to assert 
their fantastic claims. The Interior De 
partment has ruled that the off-shore 
areas are not such public lands. But 
naval petroleum reserves are cut out of 
public lands.

This is the real reason for the avid in 
terest of the claim jumpers who stand to 
make millions overnight if they can use 
the administration to crown their mach 
inations with success. Of course, they 
know time is short and they are desper 
ate. The incoming administration is 
pledged to a tidelands solution favor 
able to the States and in line with the 
expressed will of Congress. Unable to 
talk the necessary administration offi 
cials into recognizing their filings, they 
are trying to help their pending legal 
cases by innocent-looking action setting 
up a naval reserve. This is what is back 
of the last-minute efforts to induce the

President to take action which may dam 
age the Nation by delaying needed off 
shore oil development, and a speedy so 
lution of the tidelands controversy. I 
hope the President will not stoop to the 
kind of political action being urged on 
him by the treasure hunters, who appear 
to have no sincere regard for the Presi 
dent's place in history, the Democratic 
Party, or even the best, interests of the 
United States. Until shown to the con 
trary, I will not believe the President can 
be pressured into such unwise action. 
The order has not yet been issued. I 
hope it never will be.

America—The Beacon Light to a 
Free World

EXTENSION OP REMARKS
OF

HON. SIDNEY A. FINE
OF NEW TOEK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 6, 1953
Mr. PINE. Mr. Speaker, with the con 

vening of the Eighty-third Congress, the 
New Yorker magazine of January 3,1953, 
provides a splendidly appropriate edito 
rial blueprinting the program for free 
dom, peace, and justice for all peoples 
everywhere.

I submit this editorial to the new Con 
gress under extension of my remarks.

The editorial follows: :
The periods when the world has relaxed and 

bloomed and prospered have been few and far 
between. To date the human race has not 
distinguished itself In the field of universal 
accomplishment—only In the narrower fields 
of colonial and national enterprise. The be 
ginning of 1953 may simply be the slight 
bump In time that leads to more of the same, 
or it may be the start of the threshold era, 
with the atom emerging as v the key to the 
peaceable kingdom.

The chances for a happy ending to the 
miserable story of these grim and bloody 

• years will be Improved, we think, if the new 
government in Washington can manage a 
shift in emphasis in the national planning 
and working. As America goes into 1953, its 
old shell is almost shed; the new America Is 
bigger and more widely distributed, and has 
far greater responsibilities. Since the start 
of the cold war, we've had to use much of 
our time and money building a military ma 
chine capable of meeting what everyone 
knows may come. . The reason for it- is good, 
but the Immediate effect of it is extremely 
bad in many respects. To create a'tremen 
dous war machine strengthens our castle, 
but it also blows the fire. The higher one 
goes In power, the hotter grows the air 
around him. Where, then, is any end to a 
cycle like this, where is the rift In the clouds 
through which shows the blue sky that 
people everywhere long to see? It is, we 
believe, in performing constructive deeds in 
addition to forging destructive weapons, and 
In breaking the sound barrier that now pre 
vents us from communicating with other 
people—people who do not necessarily hate 
us, even though they are being schooled to 
hate us.

Such a shift In emphasis .could create a 
change in weather. We can't afford the shift 
if it means weakening our fighting strength 
or failing our military allies, but perhaps 
the shift can be made without such an effect, 
for the important thing is the emphasis, 
and money is not the only stuff that creates
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It continues the tested policy of con- 

trolled quota and nonquota Immigration as 
established by the overwhelming majority of 
the Congress In 1921.

The basic formula governing the distribu 
tion of the quotas is known as the system 
of national origins, worked out on a scien 
tific basis in the early 1920's and embodied 
in the Immigration Act of 1924.

Within the national origins system, the 
new immigration and Nationality Act has 
made certain Important adjustments re 
moving- inequities and discriminations, to 
wit:

1. Racial discriminations inaugurated first 
In the nineteenth century (aimed then at 
the Chinese) and later extended to the en 
tire so-called Asiatic barred zone, have been 
completely removed by the new law. All 
Independent countries of the world and self- 
governing territories, regardless of the racial 
.composition of their population, have been 
assigned immigration quotas. That in 
cludes, among others, Japan, Korea, Burma, 
Indonesia, Ceylon, India, etc. While placing 
all races and all nations on an equal foot- 
Ing, the new law embodies a formula, de 
vised by the Department of State, and de- 
.slgned to forestall the possibility of a dis 
proportionate influx of orientals.

2. All discriminations based on sex as they 
.existed in the immigration and nationality 
laws were repealed, the net effect of this re 
peal being that whatever rights and privi 
leges were granted under the law to the 
male apply now to both sexes.

3. Within the national-origins system, the 
new act established a new method of select- 
Ing Immigrants based on the needs of the 
United States. The top preference (50 per 
cent of each quota) has been granted to per 
sons whose services are urgently needed in 
the United States because of their education, 
skills, or special knowledge.

The total quota as established under the 
new act differs very little from that pro 
claimed under the 3924 act. The total an 
nual quota beginning on January 1, 1953, is 
154,657 as against 154,277 in effect until De 
cember 31, 1952.

However, it is safe to assume that the vol 
ume of immigration into the United States 
will considerably increase under the new 
act since spouses of American citizens and 
alien children of such citizens have been unl- 

' formly granted the status of nonquota immi 
grants. Under the now repealed laws, such 
nonquota status was not available to all hus 
bands of American citizens and not to all 
children, the differences in their status being 
predicated on their race, date of marriage, 
etc.

The most debated of the many features 
of the new act seems to be one that has not 
originated with the authors of this legisla 
tion, namely, the national-origins system. 
As already stated, this system was first em 
bodied in the statute books in 1921 when the 
decision was made by the Congress to keep 
the ethnic composition of the American Na 
tion as it was found to be when the census 
was taken in 1920. It was then decided that 
each country of the world should continue 
to send immigrants to the United States in 
proportion to the extent of its contribution 
to the total population of the United States.

It is submitted that this policy could not 
be described, with fairness, as discrimina 
tory. It does not contemplate to say that 
one national group Is Inferior, or that an 
other group is superior. It simply means 
that they are different. To be discriminating 
in the sense that one is discerning is one 
thing, but to be accused of practicing dis 
crimination against certain nationals and 
races was certainly abhorrent to the sponsors 
of the new law and they have proved it by 
.removing the true, antiquated racial dis 
criminations directed against the orientals.

It is not believed that every child born in 
every country of the globe brings with it to 
the -world the Inherent right to migrate to

the United States at some time or another. 
It is therefore a fallacy to assume that the 
United States Congress deprives anyone of 
this nonexistent birthright when it exercises 
control over immigration, such control being 
the function of a sovereign and, in the case 
of the United States, the function of the 
Congress under article I, section 8, clause 3 
of the Constitution. There is a multitude of 
decisions of the Supreme Court of the United 
States defining and sustaining that power of 
the Congress. To quote Just a few of them— 
in Chae Ctian Ping v. United Slates (130 U. S. 
581 (1889)); Edy v. Robertson, Collector (112 
U. S. 580 (1884)), the Court said:
• "The power of Congress to control immi 
gration stems from the sovereign authority 
of the United States as a Nation and from 
the constitutional power of Congress to regu 
late commerce with foreign nations."

In 'Nishimura Ekiu v. United States (142 
U. S. 651, 659 (1892)), the Court stated: 
; "Every sovereign nation has power, inher 
ent in sovereignty and essential to self- 
preservation, to forbid entrance of foreigners 
within its dominions, or to admit them only 
in such cases and upon such conditions as it 
may see fit to prescribe."

In Fofc Young Yo v. United States (185 U. S. 
296 (1902)), the Court said:

"Congress may exclude aliens altogether or
•prescribe terms and conditions upon which 
they may come into or remain in this 
country."

Bearing in mind the present conditions of 
the world and the existence of a world-wide 
conspiracy determined to achieve world dom 
ination through the overthrow of the United 
States Government, and the constitutional 
system of the United States, the new law 
has revised and tightened up all procedures 
governing the screening of aliens who might 
endanger internal security of the United 
States or by their conduct cause otherwise 
detriment to the American people (subver 
sives and criminals).

However, the constitutional clause of due 
process and the safeguards of fair adminis 
trative procedures, with decisions revlewable 
in the course of administrative or Judicial 
appeals, have been scrupulously maintained. 
The sole exception from that rule is the At 
torney General's authority to exclude a 
dangerous subversive alien without disclos 
ing the information upon which such exclu 
sion is based, if he deems such disclosure to 
endanger United States security. But, even 
In this instance, the excluded alien is per 
mitted to submit to the Attorney General 
his own version of the story.

For the first time in the history of the 
American immigration laws, a redemption 
clause has been Included in the new law. 
Under this clause, a former member of any 
totalitarian conspiracy, including the Com 
munist Party, is no more forever barred from 
the United States. He could be admitted if 
he shows that he has discontinued his mem 
bership in the proscribed organization and 
that he had actively opposed Its Ideology 
for at least 5 years.

Similarly, a new humanitarian feature ap- 
. pears in those sections of the new law which 
deal with deportation. Of course, crimi 
nals, subversives, arid aliens who entered the i 
United States Illegally are deportable, but! 
ample discretionary authority is vested in I 
the Attorney General permitting him to can- | 
eel deportation orders on humanitarian j 
grounds, even in the case of criminals, for- ' 
mer subversives, narcotic peddlers, etc., if 
their deportation would cause disruption of 
their American families and if they can show 
10 years of perfect conduct since the com 
mission of the crime.

Cognizant of the new situation of leader 
ship the United States has acquired among 
the community of the world's free nations, 
the new law facilitates the exchange of 
information, scientific knowledge, special 
experience in international trading, etc., 
through the creation of several new classes

of nonimmigrants, coming to this coun 
try temporarily. There is a special new 
type of visa created for foreign newspaper 
men, radio commentators, and film or tel 
evision operators working for foreign in. 
formation media. There is a new class of 
temporary nonimmigrants embracing indus 
trial trainees, people who want to acquire 
.the American know-how. There is a new 
type of temporary visa for foreign scholars, 
technicians, lecturers, etc., In addition to 
the first-preference permanent visa for pro 
fessors. Of course, a visa for foreign stu 
dents is available as it has been under the 
old law, except that the foreign students are 
now not limited to attending schools of aca 
demic nature. Liberalizing that provision, 
the new law permits young people from for 
eign countries to attend American business 
and commercial schools, art schools, nurses 
training schools, schools of theater arid voice 
training, etc.

NATURALIZATION

In the field of naturalization, the new law 
essentially continues the provisions of the 
Nationality Act of 1940 with one very Impor 
tant change, namely, the complete elimina 
tion of the bar to naturalization because of 
race. People of all races eligible to remain 
in the United States permanently are now • 
eligible to become United States citizens and 
that includes the over 85,000 long-time Jap 
anese residents, most of them on the west 
coast and in Hawaii.

Further liberalization of the provisions re 
lated to naturalization has been obtained 
through the enactment of the following 
features of the new law: (1) The minimum 
age for filing a petition for naturalization 
has been lowered from 20 years to 18 years; 
(2) declaration of intention (the so-called 
first papers), which has caused many com 
plications in the past, has been made per 
missive (optional) and not a mandatory pre 
requisite to naturalization; and (3) protec 
tion against loss of citizenship In the case of 
naturalized citizens who live abroad for ex 
tended periods of time has been considerably 
extended by giving Its benefit to veterans of 
World War II and their families, to persons . 
residing abroad for a variety of reasons con- • 
nected with their business or profession and 
for all naturalized citizens who had been 
naturalized over 25 years prior to the time 
they take up residence abroad.

Reflecting the concern of Congress with 
the high percentage of foreign-born among 
subversives, racketeers, gamblers, etc., the 

.new law permits the Institution of Judicial 
proceedings aimed at cancellation of citizen-, 
ship in cases of aliens who within 5 years 

.after naturalization have Joined a subversive 
organization, or who within 10 years after 

.naturalization have been convicted of con-, 
tempt of Congress for refusing to answ^fj 
questions propounded to them by a congres 
sional committee. It seems worth stressing, 
that contrary to widespread propaganda the; 
denaturalization in the above described two 
instances Is not automatic, but subject to 
full and complete judicial procedure with all 
avenues of appeal to higher Federal courts 
fully open. • i

The Offshore Oil Issue Will Rise Again

EXTENSION OP REMARKS

HON. CARL D. PERKINS
OF KENTUCKY " !

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES^

Tuesday, January 13,1953 ' ;;;*
Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, unc?f5 

leave to extend my remarks in the T&<% 
ORD, I include the following editor^
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from the Louisville Courier-Journal of 
November 1.0. 1952: 
THE OFFSHORE OIL ISSUE WILL RISE AGAIN
Republican control of Congress makes it 

practically certain that another tidelands oil 
bill will be passed by the next session, sim 
ilar to the bill passed by the recent Congress, 
and vetoed by President Truman. It Is un 
likely that President-elect Elsenhower will 
veto any measure relinquishing the Govern 
ment's claim to offshore oil lands, for both 
he and the Republican Party advocated State 
control of the so-called tidelands oil during 
the campaign. And, partly because of the 
misnomer, "tidelands," the whole matter of 
offshore oil has become so emotional and ,so 
Involved in the argument over States' rights 
versus Federal control that a logical defense 
of the Government's claim to the submerged 
lands has become almost Impossible.

Actually, the Government has never made 
any claim to oil under the tidelands (that 
Is, the land covered and uncovered by ebb 
and flow, of tides) of either Texas, Louisiana; 
or California. It has claimed that the oil 
taken from the Continental Shelf, the vast 
reach of land lying under shallow oceans off 
the American coast, belongs to the Federal 
Government. The Supreme Court held, on 
June 17, 1947, that the submerged lands off 
the coast of California did not belong to the 
State, but that the United States had a 
paramount right in them. On June 5, 1950, 
the Supreme Court made a similar ruling on 
the submerged lands off the coasts of Texas 
and Louisiana.

Neither California nor Louisiana has ever 
been able to muster a convincing argument 
In favor of their control of offshore oil. The 
case of Texas Is somewhat different. Cali 
fornia and Louisiana were created out of 
territory purchased by the United States 
from foreign governments. Texas was an 
Independent republic when she was admitted 
to the Union in 1846. And under the Joint 
congressional resolution admitting Texas as 
a State, Texas was permitted to retain all of. 
Its vacant and unappropriated lands. Tex- 
ans claim that this gives them control of 
offshore lands, though they admit that 
when the republic was dissolved, upon ad 
mission to the Union, Texas ceded to the 
United States all ports, harbors, and navy 
properties.

There Is another factor that further con 
fuses the Texas tidelands claims. In 1836 
the legislature of the Republic of Texas 
passed a law extending Texas' legal boun 
daries three marine leagues (about 10% 
miles) Into the sea. In the Treaty of Gua- 
dalupe Hidalgo, signed by Mexico and the 
United States In 1848, the boundary between 
the United States and what had been the 
Republic of Texas was to begin three leagues 
In the sea from the mouth of the Rio Grande 
River. Thus, when the tidelands oil bill 
was passed last May, In an effort to override 1 
the Supreme Court, Texas was given control 
of lands three marine leagues into the sea, 
whereas California and Louisiana were given 
control only to the 3-mile limit. And many 
toes of the tidelands oil bill admitted that 
a bill relating only to the rights of Texas to 
submerged oil lands would have more sup-, 
port than one giving all submerged lands 
back to the States.

To give the States control of all submerged 
»ands off their coasts would be a precedent of 
r^vest importance, especially since these' 
as an contaln oil reserves (some as far out 
ri..0 ro'tes from the coast) that are vital to 
serv K 1 defense ' an<l should be kept In re- 
Drp y tne Federal Government. The Su-
Stat °OUrt nas noted tnat none of the: 
suhm concerned has any Inherent right in 
or in land' eltner In the Constitution 
lands h"y lnterPretation of our laws. The 
terrltr, always been treated as Federal 
troi dr : Our Navy and Coast Guard pa- 
that co ln»prove, and protect the waters 

over these lauds, and have always ex

ercised Jurisdiction over offshore areas. The 
Republicans will be setting a dangerous prec 
edent If they ignore these facts.

International Crimes

EXTENSION OP REMARKS
OF

HON. RAY J. MADDEN
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 13,1953
Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, the fol 

lowing is a resolution adopted at the 
Pulaski Day dinner in Gary, Ind., on 
October 12, 1952.
. The dinner at which this resolution 
was passed was under the auspices of the 
Indiana Department of the Polish Amer 
ican Congress, Inc.

RESOLUTION 7
Assembled at the Pulaski Day dinner in 

Gary, Ind., on this 12th day of October 1952. 
as a group representing all walks of life— 
the clergy, public officials, professional men, 
Industry, banking, and labor organizations— 
we resolve:
- 1. To request the Government of the 
United States to declare null and void all 
secret agreements made in Teheran and 
Yalta, without the consent of the American 
and Polish peoples and other nations directly 
subjugated to communistic imperialism by 
said agreements;

2. To demand that diplomatic relations 
with the Soviet Union and the puppet gov 
ernment of Poland be severed immediately 
In view of the fact that Soviet agents and 
terrorists are unceasingly perpetrating acts 
of genocide on the Polish Nation; and that 
the Warsaw regime Embassy in Washington 
be closed immediately due to the well-known 
fact that said Embassy, while acting under 
the immunity of diplomatic laws, in reality 
is a nest of Soviet spies and saboteurs con 
stituting a nucleus of a fifth column- in 
America; -

3. To demand that the only legal govern 
ment of the Republic of Poland, namely the 
Polish government-ln-exile, now in exist 
ence In London, be rendered immediate dip 
lomatic recognition by the United States 
Government;

4. To ask that the United States Con 
gress create a special committee to investi 
gate all acts of genocide perpetrated on our 
sons taken prisoners of war in -Korea, and 
to ascertain why official silence In Washing 
ton blankets all these savage murders;

5. To request that the United States Con 
gress, at its next session in January of 1953, 
refer the report of the Select Committee To 
Investigate the Katyn Forest Massacre to the 
proper authorities in the United Nations 
with a request that an International tribunal 
be formed to pass Judgment on the criminals.

We extend our thanks to Prof. Sir Douglas 
Savory, to MaJ. Tuffton Beamish, and to 
the other members of the British Parliament 
for their insistence that Her Majesty's Gov 
ernment of Great Britain take active part in 
the Katyn Forest Massacre investigations and 
support the planned resolution of the United 
States to the United Nations Assembly to 
the effect that an international tribunal be 
empowered to weigh the evidence and to pass . 
judgment in this act of genocide.

And we appeal to the United States Senate 
to ratify at its earliest session the treaty .on 
genocide as prepared and presented by the 
United Nations' Commission on Human 
Rights.

We thank His Excellency Henry P. 
Schrlcker, Governor of Indiana, and Hon.

Peter Mandich, mayor of Gary, for proclama 
tions designating October 11 as Pulaski Day 
In Indiana and in Gary, respectively.

We extend sincere words of appreciation to 
the press and the radio for their active sup 
port In organizing and planning this Pulaski 
Day .dinner.

And we pledge ourselves to vigilantly guard 
and defend the freedoms and the American, 
way of life.

REV. Louis MICHAI.SKI,
. Chairman, 

VALEP.IE MACKOWIAK, 
JOHN F. ROSZKOWSKI, 
JOHN WALEROWICZ, 
MICHAEL BITTNER, 
JOSEPH J. WIEWIORA, 
STANLEY PAUSZEK, 
STELLA SZTMKOWSKI, 
VINCENT A. BASINSKI, 

Secretary, Committee of Resolution. 
• Passed and unanimously approved by all 

participants.
For the Pulaski Day dinner committee: 

FELIX A. KAUL,
Chairman. 

TED. PTJCHOWSKI,
Secretary.

For the Department of Indiana of the 
Polish American Congress, Inc.:

BENJAMIN J. LESNIAK,
President.

For the committee of commemorations and 
special activities of the Indiana Department 
of the Polish American Congress, Inc.: 

VINCENT A. BASINSKI,
Chairman. 

GARY, IND. October 12, 1952.

Truman's Atom Bomb Action Won 
' Respect of Joe Stalin

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF

HON. VERA BUCHANAN
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 13,1953
Mrs. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, under 

leave to extend my remarks, I wish to 
include in the RECORD an article from the 
Pittsburgh Post-Gazette of January 5, 
1953; entitled "Truman's Atom Bomb 
Action Won Respect of Joe Stalin," by- 
John E. Jones, political editor of the 
Post-Gazette.

It seems to me that this article is par 
ticularly significant in the light of the 
great message of President Truman on 
the state of the Union.
TRUMAN'S ATOM BOMB ACTION WON RESPECT

OF JOE STALIN 
(By John E. Jones)

The little guy is retiring from office, and 
a lot of people, especially Republicans, will 
be glad. A lot more, especially Democrats, 
will be.sorry because he has extended them 
favors over the years. A few, including my 
self, will continue to treat him with respect. 
For Harry S. Truman is the man of the, 
'month in politics so far as this depart 
ment is concerned. The distinction, I know, 
will not bring him any laurels In addition 
to what he has earned or received during 
almost 8 years In the White House. It won't 
even buy him a cup of coffee.

But when Mr. Truman told a reporter the 
other day that the most noteworthy achieve 
ment of his administrations, in his opinion, 
was keeping the United States out of, or 
from having a hand in starting, World War 
III, I'll go along.

I'll go along because I heard a story 6 
years ago that should have been told the
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National Foreign Trade Convention meeting
In November 1952 resolved In strongest terms
' Inst the creation -of the proposed corpo-

tion * * * Thus tne business com
munity ' * * Indicates * . • • . that
it thinks the Idea Is bad and should be
bandoned. It would be difficult or Impos-
ible under these circumstances to push the

1ect {Orward and to secure the support of
the new administration and the necessary
nabllng legislation from the new Con-

A Great American

Is suggested therefore that the same 
rposes be accomplished In other and 

easier ways, the most Important of which 
would be, as recommended above, an exten 
sion of the activities of the Export-Import 
Bank in the field of unguaranteed develop 
ment loans."

Tideland Transfer

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. CARL D. PERKINS
OF KENTUCKY

IN THE HOUSE OP REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 13, 1953
Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, under 

leave to extend my remarks in the 
RECORD, I include the following editorial 
from the Washington Post of January 
13, 1953:

TIDELAND TRANSFER
An Executive order transferring the so- 

called tldeland oil area from the Interior 
Department to the Navy Department would 
have only a single, simple effect: it would 
dramatize for the American people the sig 
nificance of this area for the national defense. 
It would place no new obstacle whatever In 
the way of legislation giving the area away 
to the coastal States. It would not In any 
way Impede President-elect Elsenhower's ap 
proval of such legislation. It would merely 
make the meaning of the act more plain. 
And this, no doubt, Is why President Truman 
Is contemplating It. It Is also, no doubt, 
why proponents of the give-away are so en 
raged about the proposed gesture.

The proposed excutlve order would convert 
the tldeland area Into a naval petroleum 
reserve, giving It exactly the same status as, 
say, Elk Hills or Teapot Dome. If Congress 
chose to do so, It could, presumably, enact 
legislation giving Elk Hills or Teapot Dome 

: away to California or to Wyoming, the States 
In which these reserves are located, respec 
tively. But It would be clear then that 
Congress was giving away to a single State 
an asset belonging to all the people of the 

-. united States— and an asset specifically dedi- 
cated to the security of the United States.

It was the Navy that Initiated and spon 
sored the movement to determine ownership 
+KI e Oll> because the Navy considered 
this oil vital to security. The Supreme Court 
iSii when at last the question reached It In 
*»47, that the United States has full domin 
ion over the marginal sea; the proposed 
executive order would do no more than dedi 
cate what belongs to the country to Its 
was °' TeaPot Dome. " "111 be recalled, 
Wilson6 M a naval reserve by President

to It from Federal con-ro!^ 
to th» T * lts transfer In 1921 from the Navy

•; leasing ierlor Department and then to the 
IntersSto »* by Secretary Pall to private 

LUcah n lt ls embarrassing to a Repub-
•Dome s to be reminded of the Teapot

to have tbe defense ImpU- 
tae hn ' tldeland oil made clear— so much "•• WJtter f°r the national welfare. 

XCIX-App. __ 9

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF

HON. JACK B. BROOKS
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 13,1953
Mr. BROOKS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 

I take this opportunity to note the re 
tirement from Congress of a great Texan 
and a great American, the Honorable 
Tom Connally, a man who while serving 
his State and his country with great dis 
tinction for some half a century has 
come to represent to Capitol visitors the 
personification of a United States Sena 
tor. Serving iri that House of Congress 
since 1928 he has been, as a writer aptly 
phrased it, one of the Senate's greatest 
.landmarks of 24 years. Under leave to 
'extend my remarks in the RECORD, I in 
clude the following article which ap 
peared in the Friday, January 2, edition 

.of the Beaumont Journal:
(By Elizabeth Carpenter)

WASHINGTON, January 2.—The United 
States Senate opens Saturday at noon with 
all of Its aplomb and traditions. Even the 
famous snuffboxes will be freshly filled. 
But one of its greatest landmarks of 24 
years—Senator Tom Connally, of Texas, of 
the white mane, the gnarled nose, the white 
boiled shirt with gold studs, and wide black 
bow tie, will be missing.

The show somehow won't be the same with 
one of Its most delightful actors In retire 
ment. For 11 years, across the Capitol In the 

"House of Representatives, the tall, black- 
haired young Texan who stood straight as an 
arrow, drew the gallery applause with his 
rapier-like debate. In 1928 he moved to the

• Senate. And In these later years even as he 
grew more stooped and gray, he was still the 
No. 1 attraction for Capitol visitors. Age 
mellowed him.

His entrance to the Senate floor always 
set the gallery nudging to point out the 
man who, In this generation, and perhaps In 
future generations, looks most like a United 
States Senator. Always quick to giggle at 
the old-timed "alnt's" which sprinkled his

•debate, the gallery will wait a long time for 
an orator with the homespun flow of humor, 
frequently sharp but never mean, the ges 
tures from as high as he could reach down to 
the floor.

The 75-year-old Senator, to be replaced by 
41-year-old Texas Attorney General PRICE 
DANIEL on Saturday, will be at his home In 
another part of the city as Congress opens. 
His plans for the future -are indefinite but 
they call for some traveling, with Washing 
ton still as his principal address. Later, he 
may take an office downtown.

The shift of Senators from Texas marks
• the passage of an era. When Tom Connally
• first entered the Senate, he was one of many
• who dressed In the old-fashioned coats, high 
collars and vests bespeaking the dignity of

• the office. Cutaway cc*.ts and striped pants 
were not uncommon. But time has changed 
that. In recent years, Connally's manner of 
dress has been so unusual as to prompt re 
quests from around the world for his famous 
bow ties and even scraps of his shlrttail. As 
a farewell to the Senate barber who has 
trimmed his locks for many years, Connally 
last week presented him with one of his bow

:tles. ....
Only Senator CLYDE HOET, of North Caro 

lina, who wears a frocktall coat and a carna 
tion remains in the Senate of the group, 
mostly southerners, whose dress has been a 
trade-mark of their office.

The retirement of Senator Connally Is the 
passage of an era, too, in campaign tech 
niques. For Connally was part of the school 
that Just struck out across 254 counties of 
Texas, shaking hands in a barber shop or on 
a courthouse square, making the eagles 
scream in the shade of a mesquite. Perhaps 
one friend would accompany him, perhaps 
he would go It alone.

The new advertising agency type of cam 
paigning with its advance guard which pre 
cedes the candidate tossing verbal confetti, 
Its carefully timed press releases, billboards, 
and methodical entourage, Is a technique 
strange to the Connally school of politics. It 
Is, however, so much what the public has 
come to expect from Its candidates that last 
spring when the Senator appeared in the 
Texas Panhandle with no warning, no reser 
vations, no appointments but Just, as he put 
.It "came out to pay a visit," the local poli 
ticians were flabbergasted.

I called on the Senator this week as his of 
fice was being vacated. Files were being 
moved out to the Library of Congress, some 
90 of them, filled with papers, manuscripts, 
.and photographs which writers of contej~- 
.porary history already are requesting.

The large gallery of pictures from the wall 
of the Senator's private office had been re 
moved, shots of the Senator standing behind 
the white picket fence of the old Connally 
home In Marlln, of him with Churchill, 
Boosevelt, Truman, scores of leaders whose 
names shall forever be part of the Nation's 
historic rise to world leadership.

Only the dust outlined the square spaces 
where they had hung. The Senator. pulled 
himself to his feet and greeted me—a cour 
tesy not always extended to visitors by the 
newer Senators.

His name first appeared on Texas ballots In 
1901, he recalled, and he added, with pride, 
"In that entire period there has never been 
a hint or an Insinuation of any wrongdoing."

His code of morals, he said. Is that any 
public servant "should wash his hands of 
everything except his duty to the people and 
his country under the Constitution.

That didn't mean, he added, that he thinks 
Washington has been more corrupt now than 
ever.

"I was here under Hardlng," he chuckled, 
"and good God, you couldn't get more cor 
rupt than that."

Reflecting on his long life of public serv 
ice, the Senator remarked that there was 
nothing In the world he would rather have 
done than to have served In the Senate.

"There have been lots, of satisfactions In 
It," he said, and added with a grin, "lots of 
laughs."

Four times, he noted, he crossed the Atlan 
tic to help lay the groundwork for the estab 
lishment of a United Nations, which, he be 
lieves "despite some of Its shortcomings, 
offers us our best hope for peace."

Senator Connally still feels that the speech 
he made to a Joint session of the Texas Legis 
lature deploring Roosevelt's court-packing 
plan was his best.

He likes to recall, too, the famous remark
of his father who advised him as a youngster,

' "Son, If I'd a-had your education, I'd a-gone
to Congress," and his own advice to his son,

' Federal Judge Ben Connally, "Politics Is a
cussed trade, son, even if you're good at It,"

Not long ago Senator RICHARD RUSSELL, of 
Georgia, paid tribute to the retiring Texan, 
recalling- that he once thrilled to Connally's 
speeches as he read the CONGRESSIONAL REC 
ORD in his country law office in Georgia. 

'. "Tom Connally's record Is embalmed In 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, In the archives 
of the Nation, and in the hearts of the. peo 
ple," declared RUSSELL in an Impassioned 

; speech. "It Is more Imperishable than 
: would be any memorial constituted of metal 

or stone. He has served his country well 
- with devotion and unselfish patriotism."
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but the big news was the direction from 
which It came.

Issued by Karl L. Wagner, State com 
mander of the American Legion, It repre 
sented the views or the Oregon Veterans 
Legislative Committee, an organization com 
posed of the Disabled American Veterans, 
Veterans of Foreign Wars, the Legion, the 
Military Order of the Purple Heart, and the 
Spanish-American War Veterans.

The committee, Wagner announced, had 
decided against asking the legislature for 
additional loyalty oaths. He said the exist 
ing affirmative loyalty oaths—similar to 
those taken by National and State govern 
ment officials—are sufficient If enforced by 
school authorities.

"The committee takes the position that 
sincere educators and public officials are best 
qualified to enforce loyalty laws," Wagner's 
statement declared. "The committee realizes 
that an educator must, to be effective, be 
allowed academic freedom, but emphasizes 
that such freedom does not extend to the 
privilege of teaching precepts that are In 
imical to our system of Government."

The action was the latest In a series of 
expressions of confidence In the State's 
schools and opposition to the Imposition 
of additional "antldlsloyalty" oaths on 
teachers and professors. Previously, the 
State grange, State synod of the Presbyterian 
Church, League of .Women Voters and others 
had taken similar stands.

Immediate support of the action and high 
praise for the veterans' groups came from, 
the State's press and from leading educators 
and public figures In Oregon. Educators 
generally accepted It not only as an ex 
pression of support for the fundamental 
purposes of education, but as a challenge to 
"continue and to strengthen our efforts to 
keep our own houses In order—our schools 
worthy of the confidence which has been 
placed In us."

President H. K. Newburn, of the University 
of Oregon, a member of the executive com 
mittee of the American Council on Educa 
tion and a former member, of the President's 
Commission on Higher Education, termed 
the veterans' statement "an action of far- 
reaching significance to education in this 
country."

"I am confident," said he, "that my col 
leagues In higher education will agree that 
it Is an expression of confidence and sup 
port which should win the wholehearted 
thanks and commendation. of all. thinking 
citizens. We here at the University of Ore 
gon agree that It Is our continuing respon 
sibility to keep our house in order and we 
renew our allegiance to those concepts which 
are the foundation for education In a demo 
cratic society."

Thus Oregon, always proud of Its record 
of Independence, once again was demon 
strating Its belief In human rights and the 
worth of the individual. It was "an example 
for the rest of the 'education world.

Value of Railroads

EXTENSION OP REMARKS 
OP

HON. EDWARD MARTIN
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE SENATE OP THE UNITED STATES

Friday, January 23, 1953
Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Appendix of the RECORD an inter 
esting editorial entitled "Value of Rail 
roads," published in the Oil City Der 
rick of January 13, 1953.

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows:

VALUE OF RAILROADS
Suppose it were necessary to entirely re 

place, equipment and all, every one of the 
class I railroads of this country today. How 
much do you think it would cost?

Even In these days of loose talk In nine 
figures, the sum staggers the Imagination. 
It would be In the neighborhood of $60,000,- 
000,000.

That Is nearly double the amount of money 
.now In circulation In this country. It is 
more than the total value of all our farm 
property. It is equal to $380 for every man, 
woman, and child In the United States.

That Is what the railroads are worth, at 
present-day labor costs and material prices. 
And each day that value goes up a little, as 
new cars and locomotives are put In service, 
and facilities of many kinds are Improved or 
built.

None could say that our railroads aren't 
worth $60,000,000,000—or any other sum that 
could be named. The value of their services 
can't be measured solely In terms of money.

The iron horse performs a tremendous 
Job and It Is one of the Nation's biggest 
taxpayers.

Reaction to Naval Petroleum Reserve 
Order

EXTENSION OP REMARKS
OF

HON. SAMUEL W. YORTY
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, January 14,1953
Mr. YORTY. Mr. Speaker, I should 

like to call the attention of the Con 
gress to two newspaper references to the 
former President's order declaring off 
shore submerged lands a naval petroleum 
reserve. One is an editorial from the 
Los Angeles Mirror and the other an ar 
ticle by Jay Franklin which appeared in 
the Inglewood Daily News:

[From the Los Angeles (Calif.) Mirror] 
A LAME DUCK ON TIDELAND WATERS

President Truman's lame-duck decision to 
make tldelands oil a Navy petroleum reserve 
Is a little on the shabby side, the motive 
undoubtedly being to put his successor on 
a spot.
• Truman has tried to picture return of the 
tldelands to the States as a "steal" from 
the country at large. Now, when Ike re 
vokes the Navy reserve order, as he probably 
will, the man from Missouri can yell that 
It's a steal from the Navy.

Actually, It will be no spot for Ike. He 
spoke out plainly during the campaign for 
giving back the tldelands rights the States 
had owned without question for over 150 
years. Some 33,000,000 voters in 39 States 
saw nothing wrong with that position, nor 
will they see anything wrong when our new 
President carries out his campaign promise.
• The big cry from States' rights opponents 
has been that the oil Interests are behind 
the return move. That's a batch of the stuff 
known as malarkey.

Title to the lands remains In the State 
and cannot be transferred to private In 
terests. Where recovery is done by private 
concerns it Is on a contract and royalty 
basis.

Royalties collected' by California are dou 
ble those collected by the Federal Govern 
ment on oil and minerals extracted from 
Federal lands; Long Beach collects up to 
around 90 percent on some of Its wells.

But even If not another drop of oil were 
to be taken from the tidelands, the doctrine 
of paramount Federal rights carries a threat 
to every State where there are navigable 
waters.

It would cloud title to port structures 
built beyond high-tide line and to any struc 
ture built on filled-ln lands; ranging from 
warehouses to such things as Chicago's outer 
drive.

That's the reason why some 40 Senators, 
many from States that haven't a drop of 
oil In their submerged lands, have Joined 
to Introduce legislation to return tidelands 
to the States.

Harry's last-gasp scheme to put Ike on a 
tidelands spot will get nowhere.

[From the Inglewood (Calif.) Dally News]
WE, THE PEOPLE 

(By Jay Franklin)
Washington reports that Mr. Truman Is 

considering seizure of the tidelands oil for 
Navy reserves. This would confront General 
Elsenhower with what the Democrats nos 
talgically believe would be another Teapot 
Dome situation.

During the First World War, the Wilson ad 
ministration set aside Teapot Dome in Wyo 
ming for the Navy. Under Harding, after 
some folding money had changed hands, Tea 
pot Dome was transferred to the Sinclair oil 
Interests, at the same time that the Doheny 
oil interests got a crack at the Elk Hills re 
serve in southern California. When this was 
uncovered by Senator Walsh, of Montana, it 
made a legendary stink that haunted the 
GOP for the next 20 years.

In the case of the tldelands oil, the possi 
bility of a stink can be discounted. The elec 
tion returns decided, among other things, 
that a majority of the American people 
agreed to the Elsenhower proposition that 
the States Involved—chiefly California, Texas, 
and Louisiana—should get back their title to 
the off-shore oil. So there is no need for 
folding money or hole-in-corner sneak opera 
tions. All that needs be done is for Congress 
to pass the same legislation that Mr. Truman 
twice vetoed and the States will resume title 
to the oil-rich lands. An Executive order by 
Mr. Truman would not affect this process or 
taint It with scandal. If there is a scandal 
at all, it has been discounted in advance by 
the votes of the majority of American citi 
zens.

Personally, I never have had any deep con 
victions pro or con on the Issue of the tide- 
lands oil. Whatever the authority involved, 
the same oil companies will do the distribut 
ing and refining. The royalties Involved will 
go to either the State treasuries or the United 
States Treasury. Recently perfected proc 
esses for extracting oil from the enormous 
shale deposits of the West defer indefinitely 
the question of a possible oil shortage, even 
If atomic energy does not catch up and put- 
mode the whole controversy.

With the trend now In the direction of 
strengthening the States, as the sovereign 
building blocks of a sovereign union, It Is 
Just as logical for Texas or California to con 
trol the off-shore oil as It is for New YorK 
State to share with Ontario In the develop 
ment of St. Lawrence hydroelectric power. 
Mr. Truman let himself be steered into ac 
cepting the tidelands oil as a political Issue 
by the late Harold Ickes who, as Secretary of 
the Interior, took a dim view of Ed Pauley'a 
Interest in State control of these resources.

So I cannot see any political advantage for, 
either Democrats or for Mr. Truman's some 
what under-populated place In history in any 
last-minute attempt to foul up the Elsen 
hower administration on the tidelands Issue. 
At best It would be only a minor obstacle 
placed In the path of the incoming Republi 
can outfit; at worst it could resemble the at 
tempts of the Buchanan administration, 
after Lincoln's election, to accept secession 
and surrender Fort Sumter.
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In either case, an Executive order placing 

this oil under the Navy would be of no partic 
ular force, since it could promptly be set 
aside by another Executive order and the 
question referred back to the political de 
cision of November 4, 1952.

Labor's Role in Our Democracy

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. ARTHUR G. KLEIN
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 6,1953
Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Speaker, under leave 

to extend my remarks, I wish to include 
the following address delivered by Mr. 
George Lederman, manager of the 
Shochtim Union of Greater New York, 
Local 370, American Federation of Labor, 
as a part of a radio presentation of the 
Trades Union Council for the Jewish War 
Veterans of the United States of America 
on Station WEVD, Labor Day, 1952: 

LABOR'S ROLE IN OUR DEMOCRACY- 
(By George Lederman)

The theory behind labor organizations Is 
quite simple. It Is based on the philosophy 
of man's humanity to man. It is a negation 
of any thought or action that would array 
one group of individuals .against another 
and It is in a very large sense the epitome 
of brotherhood.

• The labor movement in this country has 
come to full bloom. The process—or rather 
the steps which have brought about the evo 
lution of labor from an unorganized and 
helpless segment of our population have 
proceeded through many decades and are 
now part of economic, social, and political 
history. Labor has taken its place with man 
agement and Is now an Integral part of our 
American way of life. It was not always so. 
For the conflicts of the past have been bitter 
and stubborn. But the fact that labor has 
emerged as one of the partners in American 
Industry speaks well for the sound and com 
mon sense of the American people.

It is not my purpose to dwell on the griev 
ances of labor in the past.' I do not wish to 
argue how deep these grievances were and 
how they were ultimately resolved in favor 
of either labor'or management. I am sure 
that there Is no malice In the heart of the 
laboring man, nor does he wish that man 
agement be penalized for what he regards as 
unfairness in the days gone by.

However, I think that it should be pointed 
out that the path that labor had to follow 
In striving toward its goal was rough and at 
times heartbreaking before it attained Its 
place in the sun.

Precisely, what has labor sought and what 
Is it seeking? Is it acquisition of great 
wealth? Or the absorption of our economic 
system? Certainly not any of these. The 
history of the American labor movement dis 
sipates any of these charges that the worker 
Is greedy,or selfish.

The essence of the whole labor movement 
Indicates that It is creative by Its nature. 
It abhors anything that is destructive and 
welcomes that which is constructive. Labor 

*ls a very essential part of the creative proc 
ess that has made this country so powerful 
and great.

What has labor sought for Its work? Un 
less I am greatly mistaken it has only asked 
in return an opportunity to have a decent 
home, lead a dignified family life, give its 
children an education, and contribute to the 
social advancement of our form of society. 
I think that you will grant me that labor 
asks for no unreasonable compensation and

that It holds out Its arms to all mankind 
In a spirit of sincere and wholehearted co 
operation. Now what has management asked 
of labor? It has from time to time asked 

I for unqualified willingness of labor to give 
full productivity. To this I wish to regis 
ter an exception; I need only point to the 
period covered by World War I and World 
War II. There was no question of hours; 
there was no discussion about the rights of 
labor; there was no debate over what should 
be done and what should not be done. The 
simple fact remains that production was 
more than quadrupled because the man in 
the factory, and I might even say the thou 
sands of women at his side, went all out in 
their determination to keep a steady flow to 
the battlefields of Europe and Africa.

The men and women of the American 
labor movement are loyal citizens because 
they appreciate that it is here that the 
voice of labor speaks freely, that it need 
not fear censorship, that its right will not 
be trampled on by dictatorship, that it will 
not be halted by any particular group when 
it seeks to carry out its program. Just as 
business has organized for a common pur 
pose through chambers of commerce, man 
ufacturers' associations, and boards of trade, 
so labor felt that it, too, could function 
better through associations of groups or 
unions, to project its ideas relating to the 
welfare of the worker. There can be no 
sound argument against a labor union be 
cause there Is no logical reason for objec 
tions to the organization of groups of a par 
ticular industry or industry in general.

It seems to me that there is no reason 
able obstacle to a free and full discussion 
of differences that arise from time to time 
between labor and management. There is 
no problem that cannot be solved to the 
mutual satisfaction of both parties, if men 
are willing to talk to each other honestly 
and sincerely across the table in a spirit of 
tolerance and understanding.

Unfortunately, this was not always the 
case. I recall with a feeling that almost 
borders on agony when the sweatshop was 
one of the symbols of man's Inhumanity 
to man. Those were the days when men 
toiled under conditions that were Incred 
ible, but they certainly existed and for years 
nothing was done about it. I remember 
when young girls worked In shops that were 
so unsanitary that they defy description and 
when safety conditions were such that human 
life, was meaningless. To understand this, 
all we need to do Is recall the infamous 
Triangle Waist fire, when scores of girls met 
horrible death because their escape from 
the names was barred by locked doors at 
the exit. It was not so long ago that child 
labor was a very common thing in this coun 
try. In the textile mills In New England 
and those in the South, children at the ten 
der age of 9 and 10 worked at the loom 
which produced millions of yards of cloth 
sold all over the world.

Human lives were not treated as such. 
They were mere commodities, and the value 
that was placed on them presented the same 
basis of calculation that was used for iron 
and steel and cotton and woolen goods. It Is 
interesting to note at this point that Judge 
Elbert Gary, who was chairman of the United 
States Steel Corp., insisted that the Indus 
try must be maintained on a two-shift basis. 
He insisted that the industry would ba 
ruined if any other working schedule were 
put into effect. Stop and think a moment 
what It means for a human being to stand 
over a blazing-hot blast furnace for 12 
straight hours. Sounds Inhuman, doesn't 
It? But still Judge Gary asserted that the 
two-shift system was the very lifeblood of 
the steel industry.

It took many years and many sacrifices on 
the part of labor to convince Judge Gary and 
his associate members of the board of direc 
tors of the United States Steel Corp. that his 
notion of how human beings should work 
was not quite in keeping with the concepts

of decent living. The Judge was finally con 
vinced, however, when the two-shift system 
was ultimately abolished and a three-shift 
system was inaugurated, that he was com 
pletely In error. The United States Steel 
Corp., with Its three-shift system, grew into 
the greatest producer of steel in the history 
of the world. It has made enormous profits 
because it swerved slowly but surely from the 
side of oppression to the side of understand 
ing and decency.

What does this all add up to? Simply 
this, that in the word of the old maxim, 
"Labor is worthy of Its hire," is truer than 
ever. Let us not, however, make the mistake 
that labor Is. a commodity. The worker is a 
human being who lives and loves and has 
children and seeks a small share of the 
bounties of nature which are so plentiful In 
this country. He is happy with his lot In 
life, if he feels that his employer gives him a 
decent and honest return for his services.

In a broad sense, we are all workers. Just 
as we are all children of God. Whether we 
stand at the blast furnace in the steel mill, 
or at the cotton loom, or sit in the office at a 
desk, we perform a service.

All of us should respect the dignity of 
labor. It awakens the creative impulses in 
us. It gives to life itself a meaning of vital 
ity—and without it there would be chaos 
and civilization would perish from the earth. 
Labor unions are nothing more than an artic 
ulate and combined expression of men who 
labor In a free competative system to secure 
certain human and humane rights to which 
they are justly entitled.

It Is encouraging to note that management 
has come to the realization that labor Is a 
component of the American economic system 
and cannot be ignored, but must be treated 
with reasonable consideration. The strides 
that have been made since the Wagner Act 
are now matters of record. True, there had 
been differences of opinion and no doubt 
differences will arise in the future, but this 
is one gt the healthy signs of our democracy. 
It means, above all things, that American 
Labor is not required to be mute. It can, 
speak its mind without fear of a purge or a 
concentration camp. It can proclaim its 
rights from the housetops. And whether 
these ideas meet approval or not, vigorous 
voice is given to them, so that all may hear 
and read. How different from the position 
of labor In the U. S. 9. R. and their satellites. 
In this country we have, thank God, free 
labor and In the sphere of communism they 
have slave labor.

Editorial Comment on the Subject of 
Senator Morse's Committee Status in 
the Senate

EXTENSION OP REMARKS 
OP

HON. WAYNE MORSE
OF OREGON

IN THE SENATE OP THE UNITED STATES

Friday, January 23, 1953
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD three editorials dealing with 
the subject of my committee status in 
the Senate of the United States. The 
first is an editorial entitled "Senator 
MORSE'S Ability More Valuable Than a 
Label," published in the Norfolk Vir 
ginian-Pilot; the second, an editorial 
entitled "The Choice Is Ours," published 
in the Citizen-Advertiser, of Auburn, 
N. Y.; and the third, an editorial entitled 
"Old Guard Victory." published in the
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. Just one or' two more facts In this 
particular matter. The United States 
quota was evidently established by the 
Council of the Organization of Amer 
ican States. Now 15 states have rati 
fied the Charter of this organization; in 
other words, the United States is 1 of 
15 members of this organization. And 
yet we contribute 7 out of every 10 
dollars received by the organization. 
Does this seem logical or right? 

For the Inter-American' Institute of
•Agricultural Sciences, the United States 
last year contributed $153,480, or 77.9 
.percent of the total. A footnote in the 
State Department publication explains 
this as due to the fact that only 11 out of 
.21 American states have accepted mem 
bership in this organization. Over the 
last 4 years, our contributions to'this 
organization have averaged nearly "79 
percent "of the total received, or a total 
figure during that period of almost $600.- 
000.

In this case, quotas are supposed to be 
fixed in proportion to population by the 
board of directors of the Institute, which 
is identical in personnel with the Council 
of the Organization of American States. 
Apparently the United States has 79 per 
cent of the population of the member 
states of this organization.

Last fiscal year the.United States con 
tributed to the Pan American Sanitary 
Organization $1,355,329, or 69.73 percent 
of the total. Over the last 4 years we 
have contributed a total amount of near 
ly $5 million to this organization and our 
contributions have averaged more than 
71 percent of the total. The quotas for 
the members were assessed on the same 
basis as for the Pan American Union 
which I have already mentioned.

Mr. Speaker, it is not the total amounts 
of these contributions which I am call 
ing to question but what appears to. be 
the grossly disproportionate part played 
by the United States. In the examples 
of the three organizations which I have 
mentioned, the United States in the last 
fiscal year alone has been carrying 
nearly 72 percent of the entire financial 
load and in earlier years it has been con 
siderably higher.

Now I would like .to turn from the 
question of assessed budgets to the mat 
ter of some special programs which are 
financed by voluntary contributions on
•the part of this and other governments. 
The first is the pledge of $11,400,000 to 
the United Nations Expanded Program of 
Technical Assistance, representing ap 
proximately 60 percent of the total 
pledged. In other words, even though 
pledges have come from 65 countries, we 
are giving $3 out of every $5 that are 
contributed. I might also note, inci 
dentally, that funds for this voluntary 
contribution were contained in the Mu 
tual Security Appropriation Act for fiscal 
1952. In fiscal 1951, we spent more than 
$12 million in this direction.

On behalf of the United Nations Ko 
rean Reconstruction Agency, we actually 
contributed $10 million during fiscal 1952 
but we have pledged $162,500.000 which 
represents 65 percent of the total target 
budget. I understand that this pledge 
has not yet received congressional ap 
proval. However, more than $50 mil 
lion have so far been appropriated for 
contribution to this agency.

. In the matter "of the United Nations 
Relief and Works Agency for Palestine 
Refugees in the Near East, $50 million 
were pledged and appropriated for fiscal 
1952, of which thirty million have actu 
ally been paid. Our pledge has been 61 
percent of the total and we have volun 
teered to go as high as 70 percent of the 
total contributions made by all governr 
ments. In fiscal 1951 we contributed well 
over $25 million for this purpose.

As I said earlier, Mr. Speaker, I am 
: not challenging the size of these various 
contributions, even though they total 

"nearly $75 million in the six examples I
•have mentioned. I am certainly not 
'challenging the purposes for which they 
"were contributed as all of these interna 
tional organizations have a very definite 
and often praiseworthy purpose. But I
•do protest most vigorously against the 
fact that this sum of $75 million con 
tributed to half a dozen international 
organizations constitute on an average 
better than two-thirds of the entire con 
tributions received by these organiza 
tions from all states contributing thereto. 
In other words, in these examples, the 
United States is paying $2 out of every $3 
received by these organizations.

There are other examples where the 
disproportion, while not so great, is still 
evident. We pay nearly 40 percent of 
the cost of the United Nations. We pay 
30 percent of the cost of the Pood and 
Agricultural Organization. We pay 
nearly 40 percent of the cost of the 
United Nations Educational, Scientific, 
and Cultural Organization, more popu 
larly known as UNESCO. And we pay 
nearly 40 percent of the cost of the 
World Health Organization. 

' Mr/Speaker, I believe the above'facts 
speak for themselves. I wish to con 
clude by saying that if we are going to 
continue our memberships.in many of 
these international organizations, it is 
my firm belief that we should insist and 
demand that the other member govern 
ments make a more proportionate share 
of the total contributions. If this can 
not be done, I believe, for the good of 
the long-suffering American taxpayer, 
we should consider whether or not our 
participation in such organizations is 
bringing to us a share of the benefits 
.which is equal to our financial contribu 
tions in such cases. There is no obliga 
tion on our part to maintain the prin 
ciple of international organization and 
.cooperation when it requires that our 
people make financial contributions out 
of all proportion to the benefits that we 
receive.

Title to Lands Beneath Navigable Waters

EXTENSION OP REMARKS 
or

HON. EDMUND P. RADWAN
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday. February 9, 1953 
Mr. RADWAN. Mr. Speaker, the pro 

posed legislation purporting to "confirm 
and establish" the title of the States to 
the lands beneath the navigable waters 
Is a Pandora's box which will open up 
the reserves of natural resources of the

Government of the United States, parr 
ticularly in the so-called public-land 
States, to the private destruction, ex 
ploitation, and waste which.is charac 
terized by the earlier developments of 
the eastern part of the United States. 
This legislation, if enacted, is merely a 
preview to future demands/that all the 
mineral resources and other reserves, in 
cluding the national forests, the public 
lands, the Indian lands, and even the 
reserve rights-of-way granted to trans 
continental railroads by the Federal Gov 
ernment, shall be made available to the 
States or to private individuals for ex 
ploitation or disposition. No Federal 
holding will be too large or too small to 
escape such demands.

These reserved oil resources beneath 
•the marginal seas constitute part of a 
huge public trust held by the Federal 
Government in the interest of all the 
people of the United States. There is no 
more impelling reason why these oil re 
sources should be given to the bordering 
States than other reserve natural re 
sources. They are enormously valuable. 
It has been stated that in addition to 
approximately 235,000,000 barrels of oil 
already recovered from these lands, it 
is estimated that more than 2,500,000,000 
additional barrels may be discovered in 
the submerged lands that would be 
given away by the legislation to the 
States of California, Texas, and Louisi 
ana. Royalties from such oil could bring 
huge revenues into the Treasury of the 
United States even under existing law. 
In addition to the oil and gas, other min 
eral resources of great value may be dis 
covered and developed beneath these 
ocean beds. Further, these resources ex 
ist in areas of the Continental Shelf, in 
the Atlantic Ocean, Gulf of Mexico, and 
Pacific Ocean approximating 185/800,000 
acres. _

Oil resources are vital to the national 
defense. Now that almost every vessel 
and machine of the Navy, Army, Air 
Force, Coast Guard, and merchant ma 
rine is driven by oil or its byproducts, 
the powers conferred by the Constitution 
of the United States "to raise and sup 
port armies * * * to provide and 
maintain a Navy * * * to regulate 
commerce with foreign nations and 
among the several States" can best be 
exercised only with an assurance of an 
adequate supply of this vital resource. 
Serious depletion or extinction of the oil 
resources would be a national tragedy. 
It cannot be emphasized too greatly that 
a strong national defense is essential to 
the maintenance of the Government of 
the United States in its present capacity 
as a leading member of the family of na 
tions. This capacity was specifically 
recognized by the Supreme Court in a 
California case.

The very oil about which the States 
and the Nation are contending might 
well become the subject of an inter 
national dispute and settlement.- Only 
the Government of the United States 
would be constitutionally competent to 
effect such a settlement. The constitu 
tionality of this "give-away oil program" 
could be successfully challenged because 
under the Constitution no State has the 
right to enter into a treaty with a for 
eign power.
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. Just before ex-President Truman left 
jofflce he Issued an Executive order trans 
ferring the so-called tidelands oil area 
from the Interior Department to the 
Navy Department. It may be as propo 
nents of this "give-away oil program" 
have said, that Mr. Truman was playing 
politics and was setting up a booby trap 
for the incoming administration. Per 
haps, and for this reason I hope the 
incoming administration does not step 
on the booby trap. However, it should 
be kept in mind that it was the Navy that 
initiated and sponsored the movement to 
determine ownership of offshore oil. be 
cause the Navy considered this oil vital 
to security. The Supreme Court said, 
when the question reached it in 1947, that 
the United States has full domination of 
ail marginal seas. Thus the Executive 
order would do no more than dedicate
•what belongs to the country to its de 
fense. .

I like to call my shots as I see them, 
.and 'I've got to call this one a double A 
for Mr. Truman. His Executive onler^ 
.still in effect, dramatizes for the Ameri 
can people the significance of these tre 
mendously valuable oil assets and their 
need for national defense.

It is noteworthy also that President 
Elsenhower made no mention of this sub 
ject in his state of the Union message. 
Such omission is encouraging indeed. 
To upset the. present status of these 
assets would strike a great moral blow at 
trie necessary confidence that must be 
maintained at home to insure a positive
•foreign policy abroad.

It Was Once Insisted That We Job in 
Financing Canada's Wetland Canal; 
Now It Is the St. Lawrence Seaway

EXTENSION OP REMARKS
OF

HON. JAMES E. VAN ZANDT
•OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

.Monday, February 9, 1953
Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Speaker, grim 

•predictions have been and are; being 
made by advocates of the St. Lawrence 
seaway project should Congress' corir 
tinue to .refuse approval for participation 
by the United States in constructing and 
financing the so-called International 
Ditch. ,

The following news release .dated Jan 
uary 29,1953, was issued by the National 
St. Lawrence Project Conference, a Na 
tion-wide organization opposed to the 
construction of such an economic mon- 

..strosity.
The news, release will tend to refresh 

the memory of many who will have little 
difficulty in recalling the propaganda 
that was circulated about SO years ago 
when the Welland Canal was modernized 
.and when it was hoped that the "United 
States might be induced to share in trie 
cost of the modernization program.

• The news release is as follows: ••
It WAS ONCE INSISTED THAT WE BUY INTO

CANADA'S WELLAND 'CANAL 
There is nothing new in the present Insists 

ence ot the St. Lawrence waterway .proper

nents that we must Join with Canada in the 
work In the International Rapids ol the 
St. Lawrence River or forever, be at that 
country's mercy. ' ; .

Thirty years ago It was being Insisted that 
we Join with Canada in the construction of 
the Welland CanaL We didn't do it .and we 
haven't experienced the slightest incon 
venience.

The Welland Canal, first "built by Canada 
100 years ago, presumably to compete with 
the then Erie, now the New York State Barge 
Canal, connects Lake Ontario and Lake Erie. 
Any vessel passing upstream through the 
International Rapids must pass through the 
Welland Canal in order to get into the Great 
Lakes. It would seem that we have been at 
the mercy of Canada for 100 years.

Work on modernization of the canal was 
begun about 1922. Newspaper clippings .of 
the time show that Representative Chalmers, 
of Toledo, Introduced a bill in Congress pro 
viding that we share the cost of this work 
with Canada. The bill also provided for the 
St. Lawrence waterway. The agitation then, 
as now, was that if we didn't join in with 
Canada, that Government would own the 
canal and apply what tolls .It saw fit to 
apply.

Well, sir, it's a funny thing, bearing on 
the claim now that tolls will make the proj 
ect self-liquidating and that Canada would 
manipulate these tolls to our disadvantage— 
it's a funny thing, but tolls on the Welland 
Canal .were repealed In 1903. Traffic through 
It had about dried up. There are now cer 
tain handling charges, but no tolls designed 
to pay for the cost of the project.

Out at the Soo Locks, between Lakes Huron 
and Superior, another essential link in the 
proposed waterway, we make no charges of 
any kind. Canadian grain boats use them 
freely on their way down through the Wel 
land Canal to the other side of'Lake On 
tario.

Yet the proponents of the waterway In this 
country are insisting that if we don't do 
the work in the International Rapids, to the 
east of the .Welland Canal, we will regret it 
for the rest of our • lives. It simply tioesn't 
make sense.

These proponents have now dropped, tem 
porarily, the plan of a waterway out to Du- 
luth. Under the measures now being spon 
sored by Representative DONDEBO in the 
House, and Senator WILET and other Sena 
tors, $100,000,000 would be. tossed out to do 
the navigation work In the International 
Rapids section alone, notwithstanding that 
Canada Is pledged to do it if disposition is 
made of the question of the international 
power plant' In the Rapids. The proposal of 
•Messrs. DONDERO, WHEY, et al. would have the 
effect of extending a 27-foot waterway only 
to Toledo.

It would be obsolete for oceangoing ves'- 
sels before a spadeful of dirt had been turned, 
but there would be just as much of an acr 
complishment with Canada doing the work. 
Why should we not show the same restraint 
which we used in the Welland Canal agita 
tion 30 years ago?

Still the Welfare State

EXTENSION OP REMARKS
-. •' • OP

KON. PHIL M. LANDRUM
OF CEOBCIA 

.. IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, February 9, 1953 ,
Mr. LANDRUM. Mr. Speaker^ under 

leave to extend my remarks in the REC 
ORD, I include the following editorial

from the Toccoa (Ga.) Record, of Janu 
ary 29, 1953:

STILL THE WELFARE STATE
.Americans are characteristically humani 

tarian. They are known the world over for 
this trait. Friends and enemies alike take 
advantage of It. It has been a complicating 
element in our relations with the Commu 
nists—they confuse it with softness. And 
right here in our own country our humani 
tarian Instincts often lead us astray. 
; An excellent Tecent example involves the 
report of the President's Commission on the 
Health Needs of the Nation. Not long ago 
when the report was released many of the 
country's leading publications, after a cur 
sory glance, headlined It as a boon to the 
country. The introduction to the report is 
a masterly appeal to the .humanitarian. But 
in between the lines is another story, an old 
story.

The report recommends the expenditure 
of more than $2,000,000,000 of tax moneyl 
The answer proposed for the solution to al 
most every problem is additional Federal 
funds. Aside from tiie question of how these 
funds are to be raised. In the background of 
ail these endeavors lurks the shadow of Fed 
eral control. . .

Health is conditioned by food, housing, and 
education, jso that the report advances the 
old argument that control of all these' fac 
tors as well as health measures per se should 
come under the direction of an all-wise Fed 
eral Government. In other words, without 
naming it the report has described the wel 
fare state.

We are all Interested in the .steady Im 
provement of .health and medical care. How 
ever, the experience of other nations,, es^ 
pecially Great Britain, has shown that good 
medical care and health cannot necessarily 
be bought at a given price. Here in our own 
country, ever since the founding of the Na 
tion, we have had continuous and in late 
years spectacular growth In both living 
standards and medical achievements. These 
great advances toave been a normal develop 
ment in a land where people are free to pur 
sue then- -chosen occupations and live their 
lives without Interference from government! 
Whenever government 'interferes, progress 
stops. And in the last analysis, every health 
proposal that has so far been submitted for 
Federal legislative action would mean aban 
doning the way ol freedom and adopting 
the old-world philosophy that government 
can do for us 'better than we can do for 
-ourselves. ' '

This philosophy is a dead-end road at the 
end of which lies servitude. When oonr 
fronted with such a philosophy, no matter 
how attractively presented, the American 
people must not let their humanitarian In 
stincts betray them.

Widespread Support for Bill Which Would 
Make Railroad Cars Visible at Night to 
Approaching Motorists

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. H.R. GROSS
.OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, February 9, 1953

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, in a fur 
ther attempt to reduce the slaughter of 
human lives at railroad grade crossings, 
particularly in rural .areas where there 
are tio street lights, I have introduced 
in the House another bill which would 
require that railroad cars be equipped 
with reflective or luminous material so
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The Long Wait

EXTENSION OP REMARKS 
or

HON. E. L. BARTLETT
DELEGATE FROM ALASKA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 18, 1953
Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Speaker, I pre 

sent here an outstanding editorial from 
the New York Times for February 9, 
1953, again urging the Congress to grant 
statehood to Alaska. It is especially in 
teresting to note that the Times calls at 
tention to the fact that during the cam 
paign President Elsenhower advocated 
statehood for both Hawaii and Alaska.

ALASKA WAITS HER
Whether the present Congress and ad 

ministration will give us two new States, or 
one new State, or no new State Is uncer 
tain. The Republican platform promised 
Immediate statehood for Hawaii and state 
hood for Alaska under an equitable enabling 
act. The suspicion was that an excuse would 
be found to postpone Alaskan statehood. 
General Elsenhower, during his campaign, 
went beyond this device, If such It was. He 
advocated the quick admission of both Alaska 
and Hawaii. Last Tuesday, In his message 
on the state of the Union, he still urged the 
admission of Hawaii but said nothing about 
Alaska.

We have no reason to question the Pres 
ident's good faith. What he Is now advocat 
ing Is probably what he thinks this Congress 
at this session will accept. But It would be 
Ingenuous for anybody to believe that the 
reasons usually advanced against Alaskan 
statehood at this time, Inadequate popula 
tion, pioneer stage of development, need for 
more experience In self-government, etc., are 
the really compelling ones. Self-interest, 
political and economic. Inside and outside 
the Territory, plays a lively part. All the 
arguments, the honest and the hypocritical, 
the overt and the hidden, are a poor excuse 
for keeping even 160,000 Americans in the 
status of second-class citizens, getting sec 
ond-class treatment from absentee legis 
lators.

Alaska's population today Is not much less 
than that of Nevada. Under the drive of 
defense Installations and the speeded-up de 
velopment of resources, especially minerals, 
the Territory Is bound to grow. And cer 
tainly a community which Is not allowed to 
govern Itself makes a poor example for the 
non-self-governing communities not so far 
off across Bering Sea and Bering Strait.

The Texas Tidelands

EXTENSION OP REMARKS

HON. JACK B. BROOKS
or TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OP REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 18,1953
Mr. BROOKS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 

I would like to take this opportunity to 
point out that the right of Texas to her 
submerged lands is based firmly on stat 
utory law dating back to December 19, 
1836. And all the facts bearing on this 
matter have been so long a matter of 
public knowledge that there should be 
no appreciable further delay In enact*

Ing legislation to restore these so-called 
tidelands to their rightful owner—the 
State of Texas.

This right has been approved by the 
vote of past Democratic Congresses and 
has been promised the support of Presi 
dent Elsenhower. Furthermore, the pos 
ition of Texas in this matter is particu 
larly incontrovertible because of the 
clear language of the treaty by which 
the Republic of Texas became a part of 
the United States.

Under leave to extend my remarks in 
the RECORD, I include the following edito 
rial which appeared in the Sunday, Feb 
ruary 8, edition of the Beaumont Enter 
prise :

WHf STUDY OFFSHORE LANDS?
One of the so-called tidelands bills pend 

ing In Congress would create a special com 
mission to study the offshore oil problem. 
This measure Is a palpable attempt to gain 
time and postpone final action.

Those who want the Federal Government 
to rob the coastal States of their submerged 
lands know Congress is ready to again pass a 
bill giving the States title to these lands, and 
that when the bill reaches President Elsen 
hower's desk he will sign It, thereby keeping 
a campaign promise.

So the advocates of Federal seizure of the 
States' offshore lands resort to a device as old 
as Congress Itself. They would set up a 
commission to study something that has been 
thoroughly studied already.

Congress has no more need of a commis 
sion to study the tidelands issue and make 
recommendations, most of which probably 
would be either Impracticable or objection 
able, than It needs to spend more days, weeks, 
months, and years studying the St. Lawrence 
seaway.

Even so, the Senate Interior Committee 
announces It will open a hearing on tidelands 
legislation February 18. However, the head 
of the committee, Senator CORDON, of Oregon, 
Inferentlally promises not to prolong the 
hearing by saying It will be limited to the 
presentation of new or supplemental mate 
rial.

As an outstanding example of the evi 
dence that Texas' claims have received 
wide support from authoritative and im 
partial observers, I also include the fol 
lowing excerpts from a column in the 
New York Times of last October 16 by 
the distinguished Washington corre 
spondent, Arthur Krock:

Nothing In the [Supreme Court] decisions 
questioned the right of Congress to quit 
claim Federal title to these submerged 
areas. • • •

• • • State title to these lands * • • was 
not questioned by Washington for a hun 
dred years and only was assailed when the 
petroleum yield and the prospect of more 
became valuable. But the fact Is that [the 
States'] position has a large share of history, 
law, and common sense behind it, and, In the 
Instance of Texas, public morals, too. • • *

The Louisiana case was decided on the 
same reasoning as that of California. But 
to apply its rule to Texas the Supreme Court 
majority was obliged to resort to an extreme 
form of legal casuistry and override the 
fact that two sovereigns—the Texas Repub 
lic and the United States—signed a treaty 
agreement that. If the Republic would as 
sume Its debts after annexation, the United 
States would make no claim of title to Texas' 
(public lands]. In these the submerged 
areas from low-water mark to the end of the 
State's historic boundaries were Included 
from the beginning.

Widespread War Launched Against TVA 
by Power Trust

EXTENSION OP REMARKS
OF

HON. ROBERT E. JONES, JR.
OF ALABAMA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 18,1953
Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, 

under leave to extend my remarks, I wish 
to include the following editorial from 
the Florence Times (Ala.) of January 
7, 1953. This article is worthy of the 
close attention of every Member. 
WIDESPREAD WAR LAUNCHED AGAINST TVA BT . 

POWER TRUST
There is an old saying about eternal vigi 

lance being the price of liberty and from the 
looks of our mall In recent days we would 
suspect that eternal vigilance Is also the' 
price of reasonable electric power rates.

First to hit our desk, with an accompany 
ing letter, was a slick brochure from none 
other than Purcell L. Smith, president of the 
National Association of Electric Companies, 
entitled "Turn on the Light."

After reading It we came definitely to the 
conclusion that Mr. Smith, who Is the Na 
tion's chief power trust lobbyist, should have 
entitled his booklet Turn on the Propa 
ganda.

The accompanying letter read:
"It Isn't always an easy task to explain the 

complex problems of the electric power In-- 
dustry without getting bogged down In a 
morass of complicated details.

"We feel, however, that the enclosed book 
let, Turn on the Light, clearly defines the 
electric power industry's basic position on 
the generation and distribution of power 
produced by the Federal Government, and 
that It does so without unnecessary compli 
cations.

"Whether or not you feel as we do on the 
Issue of Government production of electric 
power In competition with private Industry, 
we are confident you will want the facts of 
the case. Or, as the booklet says, '• • • It 
is Important that you—the final arbiter in 
our society—should know exactly what the 
controversy Is all about'."

Hardly had we digested the power-trust 
booklet before an editorial from the New 
York Sunday News hit our desk, entitled 
"Let's Sell a Lot of Properties." Of course, 
the main thing they wanted to sell was TVA. 
And to whom? You guessed It, the power 
trust.

The editorial ran as follows:
"Charles E. (General Electric) Wilson 

months ago proposed that one of the biggest 
of all these things, the Tennessee Valley 
Authority, be sold to private stockholders m 
exchange for United States bonds.

"That would cut down the national debt 
substantially, and set the TVA to making 
money for Its patriotic new owners Instead 
of charging any deficits to the taxpayers.

"Other Government properties could be 
similarly sold off, we think, with benefit to 
all concerned except a bunch of bureaucrats 
who would lose their Jobs or have to work 
harder.

"There Is even a suggestion floating around 
that the Government be forced to sell the 
deficit-champ Post Office to private pur 
chasers if any can be found.

"That might be a bit extreme. But with 
the Idea of taking the Government out of 
competition with private enterprise wher 
ever possible, we're in full sympathy. Con 
gress can't get busy too soon on this task to 
suit us.
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islature have now been -fully realized. 
Far from giving the citizens of-New York 
the protection that they had reasonably 
expected from the State .legislature, they 
now find themselves the helpless victims 
of an announced intention to allow rent 
increases which may well spell ruina 
tion of countless families in the middle 
and related groups of income.

The Republican Party has once again 
demonstrated that it only gives lip serv 
ice .to the.needs of the people. Upon in 
vestigation, I have found that there is a 
continued extreme shortage in housing

-for low- and middle-income groups. The 
New York Real Estate Board in a survey 
conducted in January 1953, of 85,000 
apartments in New York County found 
less than one-half of 1 percent of vacan 
cies and most of those in high rental 
brackets beyond the means of those with 
modest incomes. The same shortage 
prevails throughout the entire city. In 
addition, there are 30,000 families in New 
York City today living in cellar apart 
ments, paying exorbitant rents, and in 
many instances sharing community 
kitchens and bathroom facilities. The 
New York State rent administrator him 
self concedes the existence and continu 
ance of the housing emergency. 
: The present rent-control law of New 
York State is more than adequate to pro 
vide substantial profits to New York 
landlords. A guaranteed return of 4 
percent- of total', assessed valuation of 
the property is given to the owner re 
gardless of the amount of his investment, 
and this after deduction and allowance 
of all operating expenses plus 2 percent 
for depreciation. While the 4-percent 
formula may be called. the floor or 
base, the sky is the limit as reflected by 
brokers' listings of multiple dwellings 
which show profits of 20-to 30 percent 
and more annually on investments. Fur 
thermore, records indicate that approxi 
mately 12,500 voluntary leases sanc 
tioned by the statute, providing for 15- 
percent increase have been initiated since 
the inception of the New York State rent- 
control law and a like number of monthly 
increases allowed by the State Rent Ad 
ministrator for increased services. Fin 
ally, the present law excludes from con 
trol all new housing since February 1. 
1947.
- We are laboring familiar words, but 
nontheless forceful, that shelter is one 
of the primary and basic, necessities of 
life', and during the period of.the emer 
gency, rents for housing accomrnpda-f 
tlons should be continued to be stabilized, 
regulated, and strictly controlled in order 
to prevent unreasonable and unwar 
ranted evictions which would-inevitably 
adversely affect the public health, safety, 
and general welfare of the people. Our 
vast number of Government' employees, 
including civil service, postal, white col 
lar, and many laboring classes, earning 
modest fixed incomes and also many 
others, whose sole source of income is de 
rived from annuities and pension, will be 
subjected to the greatest hardship and 
distress if the Republican plan for in 
creased rents is effected. The Bureau of 
Labor statistics index in its latest surr 
vey, discloses that New York City fam 
ilies expend the second highest amount, 
percentagewise in the country, of their 
income, to wit 22 percent, for rents; •.;. ;

The actions of Soviet Russia and its 
satellites throughout the world.-leave us 
no alternative but to take necessary steps 
to insure our national .defense. One of 
the vital ramparts of that defense is 
taking proper care of the basic needs of 
our citizens here at home so that, they 
can produce the needed goods and serv 
ices so essential for our fighting men 
abroad.
• One of their essential needs is shelter— 
decent housing at a fair price that they 
can afford to pay. They should be pror 
tected against rent gouging. Like the 
rest of the Nation, New York faces a rent 
crisis, and the people need help. .

The Oil Rush of '53

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF

HON. ABRAHAM J. MULTER
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OP REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 25, 1953
Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, the fol 

lowing article which appeared in the New 
Republic of March 2, 1953, by the dis 
tinguished senior Senator from Alabama, 
Mr. HILL, is most apropos.

I commend' it to the attention of our 
colleagues. •

... THE On, BUSH OF '53 
(By LISTER HILL)

If Invading armies were poised off the 
coasts of the United States to plunder the 
rich oil deposits under those waters, the 
entire Nation would be mobilized to repel 
the seizure. Today the American people 
stand In very real danger of losing billions of 
dollars of undersea oil reserves, but not from 
foreign armies with cocked guns. The dan 
ger lies In the efforts of California, Texas, 
and Louisiana—backed by big oil interests— 
to take for themselves vast oil wealth under 
the Pacific Ocean and the Gulf of .Mexico.

The Supreme Court of the United States 
has ruled three times—once In 1947 and 
twice In 1950—that these oil-rich submerged 
coastal lands beyond the low-tide mark 
(going out to sea as far as 150 miles Into the 
Gulf In some places) belong to the United 
States as a whole—that Is, to all the people 
of the 48 States—and are not the property of 
the three adjoining States. Yet the Senate 
and the House will soon vote on bills to over 
rule the. Supreme Court and have the Nation 
give away 16 million acres or more .of. oil-:, 
rich undersea lands to the'three States—to 
the exclusion of the other 45 States. ",

The oil lobbyists around Capitol Hill are 
confident of passage of the oil-grab measure 
by the Republican Congress (after all, Demo 
cratic' Congresses passed similar bills twice 
before), and they only hope their presence 
will speed action. This time there will be 
no Harry Truman to veto the measures.

Never have measures before Congress been 
so misrepresented as these. so-called tide- 
lands oil bills. The yery name. "tldelands" 
Is a misrepresentation, for actually the tide- 
lands, were not Involved In any way In the 
legislation, Just as they were not Involved 
In the. Supreme Court decisions.. The tide- 
lands-properly, described are those narrow 
strips of land along the coast that .are regu 
larly covered and uncovered .by the tides: 
that Is, the lands between the points of high 
and low tide. The tldelands belong to the 
Individual-States and always have. So also 
do the .States hold undisputed title to the 
beds of: Inland waters such as rivers', bays; 
harbors,;. and -lakes, .including, the.. Great

Lakes, and to harbor facilities like piers, 
docks, and jetties. . ......
• I do not believe the American people want 
Congress to overrule our highest Court and 
give away their national Inheritance as Is 
proposed by several quitclaim bills now up 
for consideration. The question that should 
concern Congress Is not how to give the oil 
and gas away, but how to keep it and use 
It In the national Interest. This vast na 
tional patrimony belongs to the people of 
the entire Nation and must be used for their 
benefit and the benefit of succeeding gen 
erations.

For this reason, 22 of us in the Senate are 
sponsoring legislation to defeat this at 
tempted grab of .national property and save 
It for the school children of America. Our 

: proposal is known as the oil for education 
amendment, it would dedicate' the royalties 
from the oil and.gas to urgent national de 
fense needs and as a perpetual endowment 
for grammar schools, high schools, and col 
leges throughout the Nation—In every one 
of the 48 States. This is the same wise policy 
that our Nation has followed since the very 
beginning—a policy of using our public- 
lands resources to promote education.

The ordinances of 1785 and 1787 and the 
Morrill Act of .1862—signed Into law by the 
Republican Party's own Abraham Lincoln— 
and other acts of Congress have granted mil 
lions of acres of our public lands to the 
States for the establishment and support of 
schools and colleges. The challenge to this 
generation Is that we have the wisdom to 
use our new public lands under the sea to 
give to that system the high standards of 
quality that Jefferson, Madison, Lincoln, and 
other statesmen of our early history en 
visioned.

Our measure is exceedingly generous to 
the coastal States In allocating to them 37.5 
percent of the revenues deriving from lands 
under the sea within the 3-mile limit. Our 
amendment deals with the balance of the 
revenues—62.5 percent within the 3-mile 
limit and 100 percent beyond the 3-mlle 
limit going out to sea. The provisions of the 
amendment are simple:

1. The money from this oil Is to be dedi 
cated now for the long-range needs of • the 
education of the Nation's children and placed 
in a special account In the Treasury of the 
United States. During the present critical 
period, the lunds may be used for national 
defense purposes. They shall be employed 
only for urgent developments to be specifi 
cally determined by the Congress. There 
after, this special account shall be devoted 
to our children's education as grants-ln-ald 
to primary, secondary, aiid higher education;

2. Every State or political subdivision 
which has issued any mineral leases or grants 
covering submerged lands of .the Continental 
Shelf, and every grantee of such State or 
political. subdivision shall file with the At 
torney General of the United States by De-: . 
cember 31, 1953, a statement of the money or 
other things of value received by the State 
from such leases or grants. The Attorney 
General must, submit those statements to 
Congress not later than February 1, 1954. 
The object of this provision is to flnd out 
what benefit particular States have already 
had from this property which belongs to all 
the people.

. There Is no need to emphasize the de 
plorable conditions that exist in our educa 
tional system—dilapidated schools, many of 
which are overcrowded, the alarming short 
age of teachers, underpaid and 'overworked. 
And now, while we are facing a national need 
for more teachers, scientists, engineers, doc 
tors, and agriculturists, our colleges and 
universities are in dire financial trouble: 
Now that the scholarship aid to World War , 
II veterans Is coming to an end, colleges are 
suffering their most severe financial crisis of 
all .times.- . • ' •'
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• The opportunity which our undersea 'OH 
wealth offers to education Is seen In a reso 
lution passed by the Arizona House of Rep 
resentatives on February 9, calling on Conr 
gress to adopt the oll-f or -education amend 
ment. I hope that other State legislatures 
will be quick to follow Arizona's lead. We 
could, strengthen and revitalize American 
education with this new $50 billion endow 
ment.

Geologists estimate that there are at least 
16 billion barrels of oil under the marginal 
sea and the Continental Shelf. At the going 
price of around $2.70 per barrel, this adds up 
to over $40 billion. In addition, there Is 
natural gas worth $10 billion or more. I 
have frequently told my colleagues in the 
Senate that adoption of the oll-for-reduca- 
tlon amendment would be like placing an 
oil well on every school and college campus 
in the United States.

Today the Government has a 'huge debt. 
Taxpayers are carrying heavy burdens. Here 
Is oil money for schools without taxes—a 
windfall for easing the financial straits of 
our elementary and secondary schools. Here 
Is a bonanza for relieving the agonizing diffl- 

• cultles of colleges and universities, medical 
schools, dental schools, nursing schools and 
research institutions by techniques such as 
scholarships and grants-ln-ald for specific 
training and research projects. .The possi 
bilities challenge the Imagination.

To my sore disappointment, President Els 
enhower during the campaign last Tall told 
the people of Texas, California, and Louisiana 
that he would sign the kind of bill that Tru 
man vetoed. With all due respect to the 
President, I must express the earnest hope 
that Congress never gives him the chance.

Rent Control

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. CHARLES A. BUCKLEY
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OP REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, March 3, 1953

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. Speaker, the Re 
publican-controlled New York State Leg 
islature has just announced its Intention 
to increase the rents of tenants in New 
York. The Republican Party has once 
again "demonstrated that it only gives 
lip service to the needs of the people.

Upon investigation, it has been found 
that there is a continued extreme short 
age in housing for low and middle in 
come groups. Thousands of families in 
the Bronx are living on relatively low 
fixed incomes which have not kept pace 
with the rising costs of living. Because 
of the housing shortage, many of them 
are already paying high rents for quar 
ters which are far from desirable.

Adequate low-cost housing is just not
available. The proposed 15 percent rent
increase would be exorbitant and result
in a personal tragedy for the families

. affected.
• The present rent-control law of New 
York State is more than adequate to 
provide substantial profits to New York 
landlords. A guaranteed return of 
4 percent of total assessed valuation of 
the property is given to the owner re 
gardless of the amount of his investment, 
and this after deduction and allowance 
of all operating expenses plus 2 percent 
for depreciation. While the 4-percent 
formula may be called the floor or base, 
the- sky is the limit, as reflected by bro-

•kers'.llstings of multiple dwellings which 
show profits of 20 to 30 percent and more 
annually on investments. Furthermore, 
records indicate that approximately 12,- 
500 voluntary leases monthly, sanctioned 
by the statute, providing for 15-percent 
Increases, have been initiated since the 
inception of the New York State rent- 
control law and a like number of month 
ly increases allowed by the State rent 
administrator for increased service. Fi 
nally, the present law excludes from con 
trol all new housing since February 1, 
1947.

Shelter is one of the basic necessities 
of life, and during this period of emer 
gency rents for housing accommodations 
should continue to be stabilized, regu 
lated, and controlled. One of the vital 
ramparts of our defense structure is 
taking proper care of the basic needs of 
our citizens here at home so. that they 
can produce the needed goods and serv 
ices so essential for our fighting men 
abroad.

The people need decent housing at a 
fair price that they can afford to pay. 
This is not the time for an across-the- 
board rent increase. I am going to do 
all I can to help the people in the flght 
to maintain rent control.

Taft-Hartley Revision

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. GEORGE M.RHODES
OP PENNSYLVAKIA

IN THE HOUSE OP REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, March 2, J953

Mr. RHODES of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, under leave to extend my re 
marks, I include herewith a statement 
I made before the House Committee on 
Education and Labor on February 18, 
1953:

Mr. RHODES. My name Is GEORGE M; 
RHODES, Representative In Congress from the 
14th Pennsylvania District. 
' I appear before the committee today In 

support of H. R. 2811, which I Introduced 
and which I believe will rectify some of the 
unfair and unjust provisions of the Taft- 
Hartley Act.

This measure Including another which I 
will introduce today will permit any type of 
union security clause which parties to labor- 
management agreements negotiate, includ 
ing the closed shop.

It would, also, provide that such union 
security agreements shall be legal, notwith 
standing any State antiunlon security leg 
islation.

The purpose of this amendment Is to leave 
unions and management free to negotiate 
whatever union-security agreement they 
deem best In then- particular situation. It 
would eliminate unnecessary and unwise 
Government restrictions.

I believe the employer and union In 
volved are the best judges of what Is best In 
a given situation and should be left free to 
negotiate such agreements as they see fit.

Another Important aspect of this amend 
ment would be to prohibit State legislatures 
from adopting antlclosed shop or antiunlon 
shop laws and having them take precedence 
over the Federal law.
>• Taft-Hartley Invites the States to pass 
tougher antiunlon laws than the Congress 
did. That Is not only contrary to the gen 
eral principle of law, which has Federal law

taking priority, but It Is Inconsistent. For, 
In another provision, Taft-Hartley says 
States cannot permit supervisors to enjoy 
collective bargaining because the Federal law 
denies It to them.

Actually, what Congress did was to urge 
States to be tough on unions but forbade 
them to treat unions better than the Con 
gress did.

I would modify the provision covering sec 
ondary boycotts and would eliminate the 
Injunction In labor-management disputes. 
1 am convinced that adoption of this amend 
ment would remove some of the basic Inequi 
ties of Taft-Hartley and operate in the public 
interest. It certainly would help in treating 
labor with the justice and fairness President 
Elsenhower promised.

While H. R. 2511 pertains only to em 
ployers and employees in the printing in 
dustry, I believe that this proposal should 
be made to cover all Industry. I Intend to 
Introduce a broad union and closed-shop bill 
today which also would have Federal law 
protect union security against antiunlon 
State legislation.

My appearance here today is to urge these
• changes, not simply because it would be fair
to labor, but because I believe it means so
very much to the welfare, the unity, and
strength of our Nation.
• Nothing is more important to all Ameri 
cans today than national unity. Unity and 
a recognition of our common Interests is. 
essential if we are to effectively combat com 
munism and all brands of totalitarian 
tyranny.

I am encouraged because many supporters 
of Taft-Hartley now recognize some of the 
Injustices in the law and agree that changes 
are necessary In the interest of fairness and 
in promoting a better relationship between 
labor and management.

Most encouraging to me Is the attitude 
of the chairman of your committee, Mr. Mte- 
CONNELL, who represents a neighboring dis 
trict In Pennsylvania and for whom I have 
a high regard and a deep feeling of respect 
and confidence.

He and I may honestly disagree on some of 
the provisions in this law, but I am in full 
accord with the views he expressed recently 
in regard to the question of improving the 
law. I especially like the spirit of fairness 
and sincerity In which he said:

"The rights of the people, the wage earner, 
the employer, and the union must be pro 
tected, blended, and balanced as well as is 
humanly possible in any law. The responsl-. 
bllities must go band-in-hand with rights 
and privileges. And last, but by no means 
least, Interference by the Federal Govern 
ment and its agencies in the relations of 
labor and management should be kept to a 
minimum."

Mr. Chairman, If that Is to be the senti 
ment of your committee, and of the Con 
gress. I know that substantial improvements 
will be made. In that case it would be well 
to change the name of the bill. I believe 
I know the sentiment of labor unionists 
today. A McConnell bill reflecting his atti 
tude and opinion would Inspire confidence 
where there is now suspicion and distrust. 
President Elsenhower said that the law 
should be free from taint and suspicion that 
It Is partial or punitive. Here Is a way it 
can be d&ne.

But I am not to optimistic about what 
this Congress will do, and it certainly would 
not be fair to the chairman to have his name 
on a new law, If it contained so many of 
the unjust provisions of the present act.

Much has been said in favor of repeal of 
the Taft-Hartley Act. I do not make such 
a request, as I believe that what Is most 
important is the kind of changes that are 
made. If enough changes are made it will 
be a ne,w law.
'/However, I am not Impressed by some 
Members of Congress who contend that'it 
would not be good sense'to repeal the law. 
I say this because they are' Inconsistent.
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This plan could offer the base for a coordi 

nated attack, and yet not rule out the spe 
cial appeals or arguments of any one phi 
losophy or religion. A program could be' car 
ried out through Government'agencies, or 
private groups. j

Such an educational program, If success 
ful, might weaken the determinism of ,the 
Communists, make them a bit tolerant. 
Also, It might bring about a face-to-face 
meeting of Ideas which could result In a 
synthesis of the West and Russian commu 
nism, or, at least, a workable agreement to 
disagree.

An attack on the philosophical basis of 
communism might have other benefits. A 
strong comparison of western philosophy 
with Soviet communism might Indirectly 
solve other East-West tensions which have 
nothing to do with communism, which 
started as a western philosophy. Compara 
tive philosophy is an approach used by some 
eastern and western thinkers, Including the 
new Journal, Philosophy East and West, of 
the University of Hawaii, edited by Charles 
A. Moore.- Another approach Is found In the 
eplstemologlcal concepts of P. S. C. North 
rop, who was mentioned previously. . 
• Russia has spent billions on propaganda. 
Spreading its Intellectual ideas Is usually Its 
first step in taking, over a country. Why 
shouldn't we reply in kind? Tell the Rus 
sians about the West, but also tell them 
about the philosophy of communism—and 
Its errors. How many Communists know 
what philosophical communism really is, or, 
if they do, have had a chance to understand 
another viewpoint or way of life?

FORD FOUNDATION SETS Up FUND FOR SURVEY 
OF DANGERS IN METHODS USED IN COMBAT 
ING COMMUNISM ' ' ' ! 
NEW YORK, February 26.—The jfprd Foun^ 

dation has allocated $15 million to find' out 
whether .American civil liberties' are being 
endangered by current methods of combat- 
Ing, the Communist menace, it was. .an 
nounced yesterday. . .••'".. 

The Fund for the Republic, an Independent 
organization established by .the foundation 
last-year, announced It had received the 
appropriation on a vote by the foundation's 
trustees. • • : , .;.. .

Paul G. Hoffman; retiring president of the 
Ford Foundation;-, was elected, chairman, of 
the board of directors of the fund, which is 
dedicated to the elimination -of restrictions 
on freedom of thought, Inquiry,.and expres 
sion In the United States and the develop 
ment of policies and procedures that can 
protect these rights. ,

' REALISTIC FINDING 'SOUGHT '

The-fund's directors said they planned ;tp 
"undertake research into the extent and na 
ture .of the internal Communist menace" in 
the U'nlted : States in an,effort to "arrive.^* 
a realistic understanding of effective pro 
cedures for- dealing with it." .

The fund's board of directors said the 
organization's work should be concentrated 
on:

1. Restrictions and assaults on academic 
freedom. ...

2. Due process and equal protection of the 
laws. :

3. The protection of the rights of minori 
ties. - - ...

4. Censorship, boycotting, and blacklisting 
activities by private groups.

6. Principles of guilt by association and Its 
application In the United States today.

AREA OF OPERATION

The Fund for the Republic said'Its sphere, 
of operation included "the entire field of 
freedom and civil rights in the United 
States." It has taken as its basic charter 
the Declaration of Independence and the 
Constitution, the announcement said.

"One of the first activities to be undertaken 
by the fund is a thorough study into the

• many difficult concepts and problems which 
are encountered in the field of civil liberties," 
the announcement said. ;

""We saw a pressing need for a clear state 
ment in contemporary terms of the legacy 
of American liberty. We propose to help re 
store respectability to Individual freedom." — 

Communism and Communist Influence in
/this country.is. the major factor affecting 
civil liberties today, the :f und said.

Tidelands Oil Resources •

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF •

HON. HARLAN HAGEN
"I OF CALrFORNIA

. IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, February 24, 1953
Mr. HAGEN of California. Mr. Speak-- 

er, under leave .to extend my remarks in 
the RECORD, I include the following mem 
orandum and tables:

THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS, 
LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE SERVICE, 

,... Washington, D. c., March 2; 1953. 
Memorandum to: Hon-. HARLAN-HAGEN. 
From: Charles F. Keyser, analyst, conserva 

tion and natural resources, Economics
. . Section. . • •'.... .1 ' '
This is In reply to your letter of January 

31, 1953, requesting certain information re 
garding the so-called tidelands oil resources.

The estimated value of United States off 
shore .oil resources Is shown in the table, No. 
1, attached herewith. This .table utilizes the 
current estimates of the United States Ge^ 
ological Survey and a rough equivalent of the 
current market price of crude oil.

You ask whether there are or are not any 
agencies public or private, other than the 
States or the Federal Government • having 
ownership rights or something equivalent 
thereto In any segment of tidelands. '.' The 
answer is that insofar as we have been/able 
to determine there are no Instances'of any 
such save those that have, in the past, de 
rived from the States. In the instance of 
Long Beach, Calif., with which you ;are no. 
doubt familiar, the State of California, by 
law transferred title of the submerged1 waters 
in San Pedro Bay to the.city. The Federal 
Government has recognized this - as being 
within the limits of inland waters and does 
not question the ownership.

There are numerous*Lnstarices as between', 
the States and local governmental bodies as 
well as private interests, of transfer of title- 
or rights or privileges within the tidelands 
and/or submerged, lands. These may , be 
found in the form of grants or leases or in 
other forms; for sedentary fisheries, oyster: 
beds, removal of said oyster shells, etc.', sea-- 
weed, sponges, and many others. In many- 
Instances, where there has been no interfer 
ence with navigation, as determined by the 
Corps of Engineers there are many cases of 
property rights granted, or recognized by the 
States in fllled-in peripheral areas, docks, 
wharves, and other-structures. These men 
tioned above do not include mineral leases in 
the offshore areas which are another matter 
entirely.

It might be worthy of note that according 
to the office of the Solicitor of the Depart^ 
ment of this Interior the 'Federal Govern 
ment has Interposed no objection heretofore 
to the construction of pipelines from off 
shore natural gas wells to gathering' points 
inshore. ' . „ '! ,

A comparison of the rate of returns' in 
terms of oil or in -terms of money may : be 
made in only very general terms. Attached 
herewith is a table, Oil and Gas Leases, Acre 
age Oil Production, Royalty Barrels and Roy 
alty Value, Public and Acquired Lands. This

A1065
. table ;(No. 2) was prepared by the United 
..States Geological Survey. It will give some.. 

Indication of developments In oil and gas 
on Federal public lands. In addition there 
to the Survey has prepared a table indicat-

• ing the competitive leasing and bonus re-
• -suits on the public domain and State lease- 

sales. A copy of this table Is attached here 
with (No. 3). 

For your Information we are Including a
.table (No. 4) shawlng in. brief, the leaving 

procedure of State-owned and public land.
According to the biennial reports of the 

.State Mineral Board of Louisiana, for the
..years 1948 and 1949, Louisiana received $16.- 

710,317.06 in royalties from 160 oil and gas 
leases, and $14,086,336.17 in rental payments 
on. 725 leases, the total comprising 2,201,112 
acres. These figures include tideland lease 
income. The total receipts for the biennlum' 
from bonuses, rentals, and royalties amount 
ed to $50.848,597.26. Of this amount offshore 
tidelands accounted for $li,125,400.09 in 
bonuses and $13,040,030.23 in rentals. For 
the biennium period 1950^51 the State re-' 
celved from its State-owned lands and river- 
bottom.oil and gas leases a total of $44,107,- 
954.34 from rentals, bonuses, and royalties. 
Of this amount. $6,668,518.78-was received

. from rentals on 473.leases comprising 1,230,- 
715.53 acres, and $20,428,389.60 from royal 
ties on production from 234-leases. During 
this biennlum Louisiana sold 294 leases of

.' State-owned lands and water bottoms. These 
294 leases cover approximately 463,608 acres, 
and cash bonuses paid for them totaled $17,-. 
011,075.97, an'average'of $36.69 per acre; ' 

On the assumption that-all or a majority 
of the California State oil and gas-leases are 
in the disputed tideland area It might be 
worthy of note that the royalty and rental 
Income Impounded since June 23, 1947, the 
date of the Supreme Court decision in the 
case of United States of America v. Cali 
fornia*- to September 30, 1952, inclusive 
amounted to $47,247,379.39.
• .There Is also Included herewith a sum 
mary of the disposition of Income derived' 
from oil and gas leases, both State and Fed 
eral, table 5. ,-!"'.''" | 
: Sincerely yours, ,.•-.' ' 
-••'-• - : ' ERNEST S. GRIFFITH, . ,- 
' ; : __ ' Director.'"

TABLE 1.—Estimated value of united Statei, 
offshore oil resources .,•'

• PROVEN RESERVES \

Inside 3-mile limit:

Total... ———— -

Continental Shell, out 
side 3-mile limit:

Texas • ..........

; Total.-..— —— .

Quantity 
(barrels)

166, 34& COO-
15. 000, 060

278,345.000

0
0

214, 000, 000

2)4, 000, 000

Value ($2.50 - 
- per barrel)

ton ww • tw\~
37,500.009-.

267, 500, 000

. 695,862,500,

: 0
0

535, 000, 000

535,000,000

POTENTIAL RESERVES

i Inside 3-mile limit:

Continental Shelf 
(total):

Louisiana ___

.....

'1,100,000.000
» 400, 000, 000

. 250.000,000

> 1, 760, 000, 000

4,000,000,000

15,156,000,000.

2,750,000,000
1,000,000.000-
13,000,000,000)

625,000,000

4,375,000,000-

5,390,8621500.
22, 500, 000, 000
10,000,000,000

37,890,000,000

• NOTE.—Reserves from United States Geological Sur 
vey estimates. Value calculated at approximate current 
crude-oil prices. , • , ,

' Inside 3-league limit.
«Inside 3-mile limit.
> Totals exclude data in brackets.
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TA'BLB 2.—Oil'and gas leases, dcreage'pil pfpduclion, royally barrels and royalty value,- public and acquired land

.1 ' '• '. • . ' ' State ' " . ' ' . " ; ',.' .".I

1'ubllc lands: . , ' • . \ .; -,-

• Wyoming — : ————— -. —————— '. ————————— '. ......
T6tni.'....I— .-'..— — — '.... — —— — — '—— —

'• • Total United States..-..--. ......' —— — — :-W...v:...—
Acquired lands: - - .'. .1 .,"»'• California.: —— - —————— '— — ' ———— , ................ .-

Colorado.,-—— ——— . ———— -.'...... ......... ......— -

'• Wyoming— '..• __ ——————— ..- —— '--• ———————— -
Total....——.— — : — —— — — ...1. ;... ... l. ....-
Total Uultc'd States...j———_— ——.;:.-—— _.v __ „
Grand total.. __ __• ——— ... _ ——— .-. ——— -.' —— . —

Leases under supervision --.-' - • 5
Producing, June 30, 1962 .
Number

' 232 : " -137 
17 

367 
715 
31
25 

-- 786'

2,310

2, 392

- .'."•

- ...• 5

••-4: 
" 5.

. -.,.. .6

• -. ..20

48

2, 330

: -2,440'

"-'Acres •

"68,065.73 
79, 351: 59 

. 2,467.24 
131, 706. 98 
490, 179. 11 

. ' '3,214:53

28,907:44 
''• 378,487121

, 1,182,379.83.

1,227,417.12
. ,. .,

•11.-802.-50

' ' -"678.00. 
1 -' 1, 537. 58

2, '400. 00

•- ' 16,418.08

33, 304. 77 -

1,198, 797;. 91 

• 1,260, 78K 89

',. Total, Oct. 31, 1952 .
Number

.' '5,867 •-'4,'882 
137 

5, 710 
10,033 "• '667

• 7,064- 
-•24, -104

.58,364 

68,769

70 
- - 40 

171 " '- • 23

•69 
- -.12

; - ,A90 

"1,540

':.58,854 

' 70.-309

Acres '

2^273, 325. 42 
4,632,193.20 

21, 057. 47 
5,498,161.87- 
9, 105, 126. 74 

95, 770. 83

••8,034,740.23 
- 10, 892, 269. 96

.. 46, .552, 645. 72 

63, 175, 177. 28

54, 407. 95 
152,- 274. 63 
36,'477. 86 

- - 14.783.69 
" 30,862, 37. • 

13,770.96 
.39,378.20

; . . 405, 532. 59

-l,-408j029.41

46,958.178.31

'54, 583, 206. 69.

-.. ..- ;• ', Production calendar year 1951. ... • . •,,,-,

Production 
barrels

• '24,988,114 
•' '12,917, 824: 

-87,643 
• 1, 868, 459 

12, 534, 843 
165,264

552, 556 
.39, 253..203

11 92, 367, 906

- ' 92, 361, 890

.; •- 2, 826, 194 -

"" • 199^054 
;. -.170,695

. 61,844

• 3,247,789

, . 3.342,060

' 95,615,693

.' 95, 703, 950

Percent 
royalty

10.86 
"! 14.27 

12.50 
14. -10 
10.60 
11.25

16.38 
12.65

"12.'16

12.--16.

-. 11.96

-6.'67' 
." . 9. 38 .

: 12.06

• li:50

-11.53

.' 12.13.

Royalty 
barrels

• 2,712,890. 
1, S45, 515 

10, 955 
. , 263, 493 

1, 328, 974 
18,591

84,965 
_ 4, 965, 694

"11,229,077

> 11; 227, 580

• - 338y064

• - )3,275 
> 16/009-

6,,254.

• - 373, 602

. . 385,385

11.602,679 

11,612,985,

Royalty, value " 
all products '

' $7,'319, 042! 88 
. 4,76ff,'013:'92 

37,195.68 
. . 617,397.90 

3,892,148.59 
68, 488. 33

210, 997. 38 
. 10,548,518.14

27,443.802.82

• 27,544,265.74

' " $41 5, 22i; 54'

.. .892,.721.53

• : 35,728.37 
' : 47;128..36

, . : 15,437.35

'1,406- 237. 15 

, 1,446,091.53

28,850,039.97

.•28, 990, 357.- 27
. i Royalty Value includes oil, gas, gasoline and LPG. : .'....;. , . 'United States total less due to adjustment .(Illinois). . . '.'.'.

TABLE 3. — Competitive leasing • and bonus 
••• results, public domain and restricted In- 
: dian lands, fiscal, year ended June 30, 
• 1952 .-. : . ..;•-•......• . .;• •

-••• ' Statd -' '- '- • " .7 • •-.-• •

New Mexico (Federal
.-laria)..';./.-.'..— A--"~
New i Mexico, 'Colorado , 
.and I) bih (Indian land): 

Callfo'rriin (Fedeml land). 
Louisiana (Federal land). 
M isslssippl (Federal land) . 
Kansas (Jfoaerol Uind)"..-- 
Oklahoma (Federal land). 
Oklahoma (Viidfan except
Colorado (Federal land).. 
Montana (Federal- land).. 
Montana (Indian land)... 
Wyoming (Federal land).' 
Wyo'm ing (Indian land).: 
North Dakota (Indian 

land).--....... ..-•.:....
Soul h Uakota (Indian

TA'BEE '4. — Summary
i •" • Stato

Public domain ' 
•"(i.-'o., Federal 
.-;laiid). - -

• Acres •'. sold

'•: .3,193 '•

25a: 334" ,'. ' ' '250 ' 
284• ••••.-6H

. --3,261 
27>i

• 84,686 '1,710 ' 
-.1,860.. 
46.019 
' 1,984 

8, 84S--

19, 691 

' 23, 554

r of mine
Method of leasing
Sealed

Sealed 
pub)

Public

Sealed

bids __ .

bids and 
ic auction.

bids.....

Bonus 
per 

.• acre .

$43.70
" 20."20 
' -54: 75 , 74l'00- 
489.rOO'. 
76.20 
45.00

.11.22 
22.- 10 
23.00 
10. 35 
33.70--13:55

31.15 
-3:72- 

tain-let

Total 
. bonds

-.'$139,-499

i^-OSS,^ 
" '. . 13; 697 

21.-249 
'-: 3, (151 

248,222 
1,238

.- 950,154 - -37,-7-li, 
42,883 

' 477,892 
66,785 

-•ias;599

613, 296 
••89,003

ising pf
. Oil royalty
Kate .fixed In 

offer to lease.

.Minimum. 12J.S 
. jwrcent. 

.... ( . ^ do.— -

.... .do.

TABLE 3.' — Competitive- leasing- and bonus ' Louisiana : All moneys deposited In .the 
results, public domain and restricted In- State treasury .to the credit of the general 

v dian lands, fiscal year -ended June 30, fund, provided that 10 percent of minimum 
- 1952 — Continued : •' . r . • royalties shall be deposited in the road fund 
.--.•• " ' • . • tn th*» nrpHit. nf thp nnrlHVi In.whlp.h nrnrinr.

. . . ' ..-.State- -

Utah (Indian land)..
*v« -Total Federate 

, . Total Indian..
-•;••• Indian' ~ (except 

•y.i-;, ''OsageKi.-.'.i.jl-.J'i 
State lease sales of Stato- 
/.owned land: - . • • 

-,V, New •Mexico f (year 
-;'.'" ending 'June '30, !?••'- 1652). ..—'.....-.-..'..':
v .'Oklahoma (July 1949^ 
. -. December I960)..... 

• State 'lease sales "of bfl- 
^'shbrb land: • - 
^ ' Louisiana (sold in 
v.<.. 1948)... _ ......... 
-- Louisiana (sold in 

. ' 1950-51).. .....'
- ' - Mississippi (1948-50)' . 
' Texas-(Nov.--7, 1947)..

Acres ' -'-sold.

12/998-
-•12,576, 
.,448,128

^'458,704 

173, 739
• ' si, 593"

600^653

403,608 
1,985 

374, 937

.Bonus, 
.•per 

.acre %
$45.80
l 45. 70 

•• 17'.7f

/ 18. 50

. 36. 78;. 

. '. 9.34,

15.73

,36.69 •1.17" 
. 19:28

-Total ^on PP?Wred.. Excess . above the. minimum 
bonus" royalty of one-eighth specified in - -Revised

.$595,695 Statutes 30: 133. as follows: :
, 574,340 , "(a);. To Ixniisiana. State University and
7,917,603 Agricultural and , Mechanical' College'- and to

•: i . .." .payment tif, old-age; assistance,. pother social 
.8,;491;943 security benefits,- ;a'nd ;: the. ''State hospital 

• : .board as apportioned by .the Governor! 'not. ,, ,:•-, exceeding $2 million per year'; : - •••" '• ' •"•"!' 
..;••• ' '-(b) Any- sum over "$2 miliibn"tb be used 
6,390,769. in servicing' arid retiring •' the "State 'debt', 
.-," -i • r. '(Revised* -Statutes'. of 'Louisiana; -i950,: Vas 

.762,502 amended, title 30, sees. 133, 136.) 
' Texas:- Proceeds' from lands belonging -.to 

.the public-free school funds and the pefma"-' 
9,451,942 rient fund- of the several, asylums are to -be 

17 oil O-B cre^'te^ to the 'permanent funds, of those 
•2,' 314 institutions. 'Proceeds from lands belonging 

7j230;445 to the-permanent fund of the. .University. of
-...--. ---•... .....,, , .. lexas are to ce credited to the avaiiaDle luiia 

acedure of State-owned ayid Federal public land of the university except that amount, required
- ! • •' • Rental - •

$1 to $5 per acre per 
year or as specified ' 
'in offer. •

$1. to $10 per. acre- or 
half bonus bid for- 
.delayed rental. 

Minimum 10 cents per' 
. -acre, graduating -to- 

•$1 per .'acre. .-.•••;
Minimum $1_. __ ...

- ' • ' • Remarks ^ • permanent university fund.' .All amounts re-
Special "bid formula" 

.rates • of production 
determine royalty ra 
ent mlulmum 16J5 p 

Bids on . basis of ca. 
.royalty, bonus, or 
out of production. 

Royalty and rental n 
Iraum bonus, aud 
for drilling fixed In 
ment. ' 

Step scale presently us 
-. 25 percent.

- ceived irom misurveyea scnooi lands aim 
• Si to two-thirds of amounts received from other 

te.- Pres- areas are to be credited to the permanent 
;rcent. : school fund and one-third from said other 
h rental, areas is to be' credited to the general revenue 
paymenUi fund lt wouid appear that the term "other 
itea, min- areas" includes the ' Qulf offshore lands, 
obligation fArts. 5347 and*5364,- Veruon's Civil Statutes 
advertise- pf Texas.) ''" • : ' 
ed-12V4-to " '• ' '— — '

j Land within a producing sti-ucture: 
Source: U. S. Geological Survey,

TABLE 5.—Disposition of income derived from 
oil and gas leases . . . 

Federal: 'All moneys deposited in the 
Treasury of the United States for distribu 
tion as. follows: •
•- (a) Thirty-seven and one-half percent to 
the States (and Alaska) where lands are lo 
cated, for roads and public.schools....
••' (b)- Fifty-two and one-half percent to the 
Reclamation Fund.

. (c) Ten percent to "Miscellaneous re 
ceipts." (Sec. 35 of the Mineral Leasing Act, 
as amended, 30 U. S. C. and Supp. 191.)

California: All moneys (except: income 
from State school lands) deposited to the 
cre'dit of State Lands Act funds, and dis 
tributed as follows: , . 

. (,a) For payment of. refunds.
(b) Expenses of State .lands commissions.
(c) Balance transferred as follows: , 

... 1. Thirty percent to general fund. 
". a, Twenty-three and one-half percent to 
State beach fund. ... 
. r 3. .Forty-six and two-thirds percent to 
State park fund; (Sec. 6816, Deering's Cali 
fornia Codes.) .

. . EXTENSION OP REMARKS
OF

HON. F. D. ROOSEVELT, JR.
'OP NEW TOBK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
:, : Thursday, March 5, 1953

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, un- 
,der leave to extend my remarks in the 
RECORD, I include the following copy of 
an- address delivered by. George Leder- 
man, manager of the Cattle Shochtim
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"would not now. In all probability,.pose Its 
present potential threat. Yet, In 1951—the 
last year tor which we have complete flg- 
ures-^-only 7 percent of -USDA research actlv. 
Hies was In the field of fundamental re 
search; while 93 percent was composed of 
applied projects.

We believe Congress should make Its ap 
propriations for research in terms of broader 
areas leaving to the research administrators 
details of distribution' and allocation. The 
administrators should base their judgment 
on overall 'accomplishments rather than
•upon the results of individual small projects, 
.many of'which inevitably prove unproduc 
tive.' - .
• - Lack of progress In fundamental fields of
• research is retarding progress in applied 
fields. Fundamental research frequently 
opens up new opportunities to develop ap-

•' piled programs of great practical value.- •';. 
• Failure to launch and carry through ag-

• gresslve research programs in such fields- as 
cotton genetics, breeding,', plant pathology,

•microbiological deterioration, and in other 
associated fields may well prevent achieve- 

. ment of a. real breakthrough, in the tech 
nology of cotton production. Current 
knowledge in these fields has been pretty 
well exploited already.

It -is high time that, fundamental research 
should not have to be bootlegged at the 
expense of appropriations made for applied 
research. . . . I 

What to do about It? 
We cannot urge too strongly that cottqn 

. producers, individually and. through .their 

., associations, call to the attention of mem 
bers of House and Senate Agriculture Com- 

., mlttees, and of the House . Appropriations 
r Committee, -the- need. for. their sympathetic 
1 support of a broad agricultural research pro- 
. gram .of a fundamental .nature.. .,". . •; ' 
,.. We have good reason 'to believe-that Sec 

retary of Agriculture" Benson is research- 
.,-minded and^that-he will give full ahd'vlgdri 
, ous cooperation to broadening the .scope _pf 
( _agriculturai research and'.placing :emphaSis 

. ; on fundamental projects' such as that needed 
; tb;tackle the problem Of cavitoma. ' .; • : :

It is not at all Imaginative .to; .declare that
..• the future of American'agriculture depends
. : .upon the, intelligence' and resourcefulness

with which we use our "research potential
. today. .

United States Soldiers in Germany;

EXTENSION OF REMARKS .
"• • . • or • • • •

HON. E. C. GATHINGS
. OF ARKANSAS ,

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES'
. " .. Thursday, March S; 1953
Mr. GATHINGS. • Mr; Speaker,, under . 

leave to extend my remarks in the REC 
ORD, I include the following- .editorial 
from the'Christian Science Monitor: \' •• 

UNITED STATES SOLDIERS IN "GERMANY" • 
• To the Christian Science Monitor: .' . " '

' I read in your January .8. issue a letter 
from a-woman who recently had been In 
Germany. I have tried to give the letter 
more than , snap-Judgment appraisal...' The 
portion which particularly disturbs me is 
her disparaging reference to young American ' 
soldiers stationed here. ... .

My husband Is an American officer ...who 
has been here for nearly 2 years in a com- ' 
bat outfit. I have been here for 1 year. . We 
have discussed the letter together and can - 
say only this: • - -....•.

The writer has -been badly Informed, pos 
sibly by Germans themselves, when she calls . 
teen-aged American soldiers unruly and in 
sulting to Germans. The average American 
soldier on the -streets and autobahnen of

'Germany today Isunotlceable Only because 
he wears'the uniform of a fine and wonder 
ful country. He is not unruly or insulting. 
I shop constantly on the German economy,

• and meet constantly American soldiers doing
•the same thing. I have yet to see or hear 
discourtesy. - 

• Indeed, isn't there something to be 
'said in gratitude by the Germans for the 
enormous amount. spent by American sol-

' diers? You should see the boxes "-going 
through the Army post offices containing

•German clocks, china, figurines; toys, and 
other luxury goods. . 

" The American, soldier here at Christmas-
•time in Germany is magnificently generous.
•I have seen him shopping for food for Ger- 
:man needy families. My .husband's bat 
talion: entertained an orphanage at dinner 

. and then completely outfitted them in cloth- 
;ing as .well as toys.; .These men gave: gladly 
i and. were well repaid .in the Joy of the chil 
dren. It took the battalion a little while, to. 

..locate an orphanage, which was not already
• adopted by other United States groups.' ..

• If, and I doubt this very much, your, letter 
.writer had visited several German Gasthaus 
. drinking places she might have seen evidence 
.-of loudness. A man who .drinks too much
•.•in any country, a man of any nationality, is
apt to lose his usual better sense. . My hus-

.. band tells me that most of the difficulties
<: brought to the attention of the battalion",
: Involving Germans, concern the drinking
places. ' '

.Another point which should be brought 
.out Is the flagrant behavior of some German 

women. Anyone standing outside an Ameri 
can Kaserne can see the women waiting for 
pick-ups. These women walk the streets in 
search of American soldier's. .

There are! it can't rbe: denied, some serious 
...incidents between Germans and .Americans, 
1but these incidents are unusual enough'to 
..be printed in our Stars "and Stripes and read 
''by/us'just .as our fellow Americans readj.pf
• crlme'back home.. The Army. Justice "meted 
i. .out is swift and'severe.': Take a'look at the 
"."tiermah law's for like' crimes; and. you'll see 
'how much" worse it is for.'an, American to 
kin a German than for a German to kill'an 

"''American. ;" : " •-•.--"•:''••'" ' : - 1 " -' : -'• ^ - 
' ."These•American men are hot here because 
; they think it a lark: They are hard working, 

levelheaded : and sometimes homesick.- I am 
" proud to be associated with them. 
•••- " ' - ; BEVERLEY S. NEWBERN. 
'_ , GERMANY. ' • •r The Tidelands Controversy

EXTENSION OF REMARKS . 
op

HON. EDMUND P. RADWAN
OF NEW YORK . . .

IN THE HQUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES '
Thursday, March 5, 1953

, Mr. RADWAN. Mr. Speaker, the Su 
preme Court of'the "United States has 
.declared, six times, .in .effect, that., the 
States never did own nor have any title 
to the submerged lands in the so-called 
tidelands controversy. It is high time 
that, once and for all, .this issue : be put 
at rest. Misleading talk - of restoring 
and giving back, to the States their 
submerged, lands should, stop. There is 
no giving back to a person or to a State 
something he or it never had.

It is wrong for Congress to try to 
reverse the Supreme Court'in a'matter 
peculiarly within judicial determination, 
namely, land titles. As a matter of fact, 
for the Congress to recognize and con 
firm a title that the Supreme Court has 
six times stated never existed is a most

;grave encroachment by the -legislative 
body upon the judicial branch. • • • :

- .Passage of this legislation will serve to 
..-weaken public confidence in Congress at
-a time when Congress is striving to assert
-its constitutional position in our national 
affairs. Every action, every deed of the 
Congress should be consistent with the 
high level of confidence which it seeks

'to attain. . '
.' In my opinion, the legislation as passed 
by the.Congress last year and vetoed by 
the then President Truman was uncon 
stitutional. Present legislation before 
the Congress is likewise unconstitutional 
because the Supreme Court has decided
-that the 'rights of the Federal Gbvern- 

1 ment to these offshore lands are para- 
...mo.unt... Suchlands could.be.the subject
of treaties with foreign governments.
Only the Federal Government has the
power to enter into treaties. Only the

- Federal Government has the pqwer and 
the right to protect these assets against 
foreign invaders. Neither the States of 
Texas, California, nor Louisiana, has the 
Navy to protect these assets.

The question has been raised whether 
Congress could legally divest itself of its 
responsibility for.the conduct of external 
affairs such as those involved in the rec 
ognition of a 3-mile sea boundary. An 
attempt to delegate or to abdicate re 
sponsibility in this field might well be an

- illegal delegation or abdication of pow 
ers, just as any attempt on the part of 
Congress to delegate control of interstate 
^commerce, of the power to declare war, 

' to any of the States or any particular 
'group-of States would-be illegal. • '• • • 

I am also in accord with the opinion
- that • any.-of the other "45" States in the 
Union would have the right to challenge,

-in the-Federal courts, any law such as 
the legislation now pending before'us. 
Such delegation of powers' cannot be

-delegated* to-a-few coastal States to'the 
exclusion of a majority.of the States. 

On Monday' of this week, Attorney
. General Brownell testified before a Sen-
' ate. committee and made clear that he 
did not intend to cast doubt upon the 
constitutionality of the legislation- before 
the Congress but in doing so, he did.'in

: fact, cast serious doubt on the constitu 
tionality. .To avoid the constitutionality 
test, Attorney General'Browneil went on 
to recommend legislation which would

.not quitclaim, title but !wpuld merely 
grant the authority which the States 
would need to appropriate the oil in ques-

- tion for their own use and benefit. So 
cnow, if the Brownell position is to be'
-given any credehcfe, the only issue left

Vis oil,'and since the Supreme Court says
. this oil belongs to you, what right has
Congress to give away your oil to three
States?

In his testimony. Attorney General 
Brownell has succeeded in removing the 
cloak of States' righteousness from" the 
worst piece of legislation ever before the 
United States Congress. If legislation 
should come before the Congress in the 
form of the Brownell recommendation, 

.. it .will be viewed in the ugly form which 
.it really is. 1 am of the further opinion 
that the legislation recommended by At 
torney .General Brownell would not 
stand up in court. The Supreme Court 
would see through the subterfuge.
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• -Two years ago I stated on the floor'of 
this House-that I respected those'wtio 

(Voted for the tidelands leglslation'on the 
basis of States' rights' principles. At-that 
'time, I said that these principles would 
never be before us were it not for'the 
booty involved. ' " . . ' ... 

With the acceptance of the Supreme 
Court decision-^and it should be so ac 
cepted—these rights and principles have 
been constitutionally, and legally, and 

.for all purposes, properly resolved. Then 
only the ,oil is left. The question, now 
remains. whether the legislators of the 
other 45 States want to give away oil 
which ,• belongs as much to their con-

• stituents as it does to the constituents .of 
i Texas, Louisiana, and California. I do not. ' '

Administration Sees the Light .

EXTENSION OP REMARKS

HON. VERA BUCHANAN
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE.OP REPRESENTATIVES ',
' Thursday, March 5, 1953

'. Mrs. BUCHANAN, Mr. Speaker, un- 
; der leave to extend my remarks, I in 

clude in the RECORD a most timely article 
by. Mr..Thomas L. Stokes entitled "Ad- 

, ministration Sees the Light," from the 
Washington Evening Star of March 4, 

, 1953: : •••.:.' 
ADMINISTRATION SEES THE LIGHT—GROWING 

, ; ALARM , INDICATED OVEB AIM OF PRIVATE 
INTERESTS To GRAB ALL PUBLIC:LAND AND 
ITS NATOTIAL RESOURCES . ,".-.'•

(By Thomas L. Stokes) 
The Elsenhower administration Is Indicat 

ing growing alarm that what some private 
. Interests are seeking, with considerable sup 

port In'Congress. Is not at all the conserva 
tion of natural resources envisioned by 
'Theodore Roosevelt, whom the President has 
made 'a model for his conservation policy.' 

. The. administration belatedly seems to be 
waking, up to the very clear fact, emphasized 

...In this column before It assumed office, that 
. the drive to quitclaim offshore oil lands to the 
States Is the opening of a .Pandpra's. box for 
a really big grab of bur natural' resources.

•''In'short, to'establish .a precedent for'turn-
•'• Ing 'back all public lands within the States.

: That would mean 'easier exploitation of mih- 
erals-and metals, forest resources, grazing 
lands, and development of rivers for private 
profit rather than In the general public 
Interest. That Is directly contrary to. the 
Theodore Roosevelt policy of preserving our 
natural' resources by Integrated national 
management In behalf of all the people, 
which Is not possible If every State where 
there are public lands Is left to Its own 
whims In bargaining off natural resources 
In what now Is the public domain.

. Qualms of the administration were re 
vealed by Attorney General Herbert Browriell 
when he appeared before the Senate Interior 
and Insular Affairs Committee. To Its sur- , 
prise, he recommended that Congress grant : 
to the coastal States only the authority to 
administer and develop oil and other natural ' 
resources In the marginal seas' within their 
historic boundaries and not grant a blanket

• quitclaim title to the land which Is what 
President Elsenhower, so blithely promised' 

,• during the campaign.

?'.'This would still give the'coastal States.the
•revenues from these lands, and thus would
•deprive.all other States of the benefits from 
.them, such as Federal, control-.would pro 
vide, but ostensibly would leave title to the

••offshore lands .still In the .Federal Govern 
ment, where the Supreme Court said It be- 

' longed. That would avoid'a challenge of
•constitutionality from the Supreme Court
•If the Issue were raised there again, as It 
.could very well be if Congress granted title 
to the States. The Court said the States had 

'. no title to these lands nor any property in 
terest therein. . ;

• Though citing the constitutional question
• as the reason why he opposed a blanket quit 
claim for the States, It was manifest that

• Attorney General Brownell; also' was aware 
'•of the inherent dangers to our whole natural
•resource conservation : policy should the
• granting of title In the coastal lands be taken 
as a precedent for taking title by the States 
of all other public lands. - .

For, when he was asked by Senator "BAR- 
HETT, Republican, of Wyoming, why the pub 
lic lands within the so-called public lands 
States, of which Wyoming Is 1 of 14, should 

''not also be given to the States, Mr. Brownell
•'-'said that "was an entirely Separate question
• arid had no relation to the issue Involved in 
' the offshore lands. However, a connection
•'•lias been argued'by' Senator BARRETT and
•'other publlc-land-States members of the

committee at every opportunity since the
hearings began. :

'"' Furthermore, Senator BUTLER, Republican,
of Nebraska, committee chairman, announced
at the outset of these hearings that "when
.the tHelands question Is settled there are

' 'plans for the introduction of a bill that
; will make the same theory applicable to
public lands now held by the Federal Goy-

' ernment within the' States." Also Senator
,'HUNT, Dempcrat, of Wyoming, has intro-
duced a bill to convey mineral resources In

•,.th'e public lands to the States, while Senator 
WELKER, Republican, of Idaho, has proposed 

.'.the. sale to private. Interests of TVA In the 
/.South. These are but'samples of public ex 

pressions on the subject.... . .
The tide Is rolling up fast, until It seems

.to have made a. dent within high, adminis 
tration quarters. Simultaneously, public

'.opinion seems likewise to be rising against 
this proposed reversal of our established con 
servation policy, and the Attorney General 
clearly reflected that. He also may have 
been influenced by the testimony before' the 
committee last week by Senator KEFATJVER, 
Democrat, of Tennessee, who now has such 
a big public'following'as ~a result of his 
campaign for the . Democratic presidential 
nomination.

The Tennessee Senator, who urged that a 
commission be appointed to study the whole 
problem Involved in the offshore-lands be 
fore Congress takes any action, -warned that 
"we are leading to some new policy—or per 
haps I. should, say no policy—with regard to 
the public lands and their natural re 
sources—with regard- to public power de-

. .yelppment, the national parks, and reclama-

.. tlon lands within the Interior of.the United
..States. . : .
. . "If we are saying under the quitclaim bill.
;' as I think we are, that the Individual States
•' :are entitled to this-land beneath the sea that

•'has been considered in the same light as *
•public lands, then It is difficult to see any 
;-difference whatsoever in saying that the in- ." 
dividual States within the United States are

• entitled to the public lands within their own 
. ^boundaries."

As for the President, he added, "I know.'.
•. ;that the American people did not elect him ;

.to preside over the liquidation of our na- •
tlonal wealth." '.

: , State control of the offshore lands is not'
, only wrong in itself, but could 'perpetrate :;
•untold wrongs as a precedent.. :

Amendment of 'Taft-Hartley Act'

. . EXTENSION OF REMARKS
• : '. • OF, . - ; : ':

HON. AUGUSTINE B. KELLEY
OF PENNSYLVANIA

. .IN THE. HOUSE! OF REPRESENTATIVES
• Thursday, March 5, 1953
. Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania: Mr. 
.Speaker, under permission to extend my
• remarks, I.wish to include the.opening
testimony of Mr. George Meany, presi-

; dent of the American Federation of La-
'"bor, before the Education and Labor
'•Committee this week oh the question of
"amending the Taft-Hartley Act. It will
..be followed later by his specific recoiri-
..men'dations for amendments to the act.

The statement follows.:
The American Federation of Labor seeks 

the. enactment by the present Congress of 
' substantial and far-reaching modifications 
. In the Taft-Hartley law. In setting forth 
'our recom'rriendations .before this comrhlt- 
,.tee, I submit the best judgment of "the or 
ganization I represent—ah organization with 
more than 8 million members. These rec 
ommendations are not preconceived notions, 
nor special pleading. . They, are. the result of 

. extensive, and searching examination of the 
.'record. They .are the product of "studied 

consultation with1 representatives of the or- 
~ 'ganlzations making up the American Feder- 

atlon of Labor regarding the operation' of the 
. national labor law as it is now written arid 

administered. I offer these proposals in the 
" spirit of constructive contribution to the leg 

islative process, -In the hope t'tiat they will 
" be given dispassionate study and will lead to "favorable action. •.<•••
•".',' Promotion of Industrial peace is the pur-
4'. pose, which the American. Federation of La-
;~.;bor.has.not only proclaimed, .but also put to
"practice. ' The record of our organization and
., its affiliates In recent'years shows that we

Jiaye piirsued this purpose, with a notable
'. "measure of success. To insure the settle-
'. "ment of industrial disputes by peaceful

means and, above all, through the voluntary
efforts of labor and management, rather than
through compulsion of the. State, should be
the aim of Government in a free society.

,Let me-make two Important .points clear. 
President Elsenhower said in his state' of the 
Union message to the Congress that we need 
"a law that merits the respect and support 
of labor and management." The Ta'ft-Hartr 
ley Act. now,on the books, does not merit nor 
enjoy the respect of] American trad'e unions— 
and that's putting' It* mildly. ' We'feel quite 

. strongly that this law is unjustifiably op 
pressive and that it has placed intolerable 
restrictions upon the exercise of basic rights 
and freedoms by trade unions and their 

; members Just because they are part'of or'gan-
• ized labor. . . . ' - 
.*;' As a result, this law :that purports to pro 
mote labor-management peace, has served in 
many instances to instigate and prolong.. 
strife.
., Even in normal times, this would be de 

plorable. In the present world crisis it is 
' 'dangerous to the'natlonal safety. The strug- 
'gle in which the free world is engaged witn 
'Communist aggression may take years to 
resolve: To meet bur international respon.-; 
sibilities and to safeguard our national1 se- 1 
security, we need unity in America, yve-j 
need, atiove all, greater unity and grea? II 

:. cooperation between American business a 
'American labor. This Congress can n16" 
great contribution toward that obJect 
enacting a labor-management law tn 
.be acceptable to both sides. For the 
'of America as a whole, I ask you to S 
a law under which employers and unions o«j
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make a continuing survey of Alaskan water 
resources for hydroelectric power and other 
purposes, other than navigation, and that 
this agency be held responsible for the plan 
ning, construction, and. operation of hydro 
electric dams and transmission facilities, for 
the marketing of power and for the making 
of periodic load studies.

" (C) That the Secretary of the Interior be 
directed to proceed with the preparation of 
final project reports on hydroelectric power 
projects as necessary to serve the load cen 
ters and that these projects be authorized 
upon a finding of engineering and economic 
feasibility.

"(D) That the Eklutna Project Act be 
amended so as to Increase the authorized 
cost of this project to allow for changes In 
price levels since 1948 and for modifications' 
In the project plan of development; and be 
it further

"Resolved, That the Secretary of the Inte 
rior be requested to prepare as soon as pos 
sible a draft of legislation covering the afore 
mentioned objectives and make preliminary 
copies thereof available to leaders In Alaska 
for their study prior to the convening of the 
next Congress."

Oil From Submerged Lands

EXTENSION OP REMARKS
OF

HON. CLINTON P. ANDERSON
OP NEW MEXICO 

IN THE SENATE OP THE UNITED STATES
Monday, March 9, 1953

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, 
when the hearings on the question of the 
disposition of oil in the submerged lands 
were under way, the attorney general 
of the State of Tennessee testified with 
reference to the position of his State. 
There appeared in the Nashville Ten- 
nessean on March 6, 1953, an editorial 
indicating that he was not speaking for 
the State of Tennessee. Probably that 
circumstance could be repeated over and 
over in the various States of this Union. 
However, it is certainly appropriate to 
take these situations one at f, time, and I, 
therefore, ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Appendix of the RECORD 
the editorial from the Nashville Tennes- 
sean with reference to the stand of that 
State on the question of oil from the sub 
merged lands.

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows:

TIMELY AND DESERVED REPUDIATION
In flat repudiation of those who would 

misrepresent Tennessee's stand on the Re 
publican tldelands oil grab, the State house 
of representatives, by an overwhelming vote, 
has denounced that conspiracy and called for 
its defeat.

In no better or more accurate way. could 
the voice of the people be raised for preser 
vation of the wealth of oil beneath marginal 
Bens which belongs to all of the States, In 
stead of a select few.

By their vote, house members adminis 
tered a fitting rebuke to Gov. Prank Clem 
ent and his political friend, Attorney Gen 
eral Roy Beeler, who have thrown their sup 
port to the offshore raid, giving what aid 
and comfort they could to the covetous in 
terests.

Now, lest there be any misunderstanding, 
the Nation Is told that the State's attorney 
general cannot successfully pretend to in

terpret the policy on an Issue of such Im 
portance. Nor does the State's chief execu 
tive, Indorsing a dangerous Republican pro 
gram, think in unison with his fellow cit 
izens.

, Tennessee, according to the resolution In 
troduced by Representative Robert H. Rob 
erts, adheres to the decisions of the Supreme 
Court that oil off the coastal States belongs 
to all the people. It recognizes also that 
the protection of our great national re 
sources Is also sound and traditional demo 
cratic doctrine.

Instead of giving away these billions of 
dollars In oil, the house Indorses the plan for 
distribution of offshore oil income to all of 
the owner States for educational purposes. 
It declares the pending legislation as detri 
mental to the school children of Tennesese, 
and demands its defeat.

"You can't tell me," said Representative 
Harry Lee Senter, "that the attorney general 
speaks for the people of Tennessee." That 
official, by the way, was never elected oy 
democratic processes as were the representa 
tives who came direct from the cities, the 
hills, and the hollows, and who are Indeed 
close to their constituents.

The members do not feel obligated to ball 
the Republican Party out because of a reck 
less campaign pledge, and they have done 
well to let It be known that the Governor 
who was elected by Democratic votes has 
taken grave liberties when he volunteers In 
behalf of that unsavory cause.

On this occasion, as always, Tennessee does 
not lack for a strong and forthright lead 
ership, and the legislators who Insisted that 
the State's position be made clear, are en 
titled to heartfelt public commendation.

There Is also strong opposition In Wash 
ington to the so-called tldelands seizure, 
and Representative ROBERTS paid a deserved 
tribute to Senator ESTES KEFAUVER for carry- 
Ing on the fight with courage and effective 
ness.

There need no longer be any misapprehen 
sion regarding Tennessee's position on the 
tldelands deal.

So, that all may know, our house of rep 
resentatives has put the record straight that 
this Southern State Is not in favor of selling 
out Its own and the Federal Government's In 
terest In the oil deposits which are now in 
such danger of dissipation. And at the same 
time it has put in their proper places those 
who have sought to purvey the contrary Re 
publican viewpoint. It could not have ren 
dered a finer service.

Do Our Schools Fear Freedom?

EXTENSION OP REMARKS
OF

HON. HUBERT H. HUMPHREY
OF MINNESOTA

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Monday, March 9, 1953
.Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the Appendix of the RECORD an arti 
cle which appeared in the Minneapolis 
Star entitled "Do Our Schools Fear 
Freedom?" This article represents a re 
print from the Inland News, published 
by the Inland Steel Co. It is particu 
larly timely at this moment because of 
the deep concern of thousands of Amer 
icans over our educational system and 
the attacks which are being made upon 
it.

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows;.

Do OUR SCHOOLS FEAR FREEDOM?
Is fear of communism being used' today 

as an excuse to limit the right of our chil 
dren to be educated as we should expect? 
Or do our teachers and schools lack the 
courage to present and teach all sides of 
vital questions for fear of subversion accu 
sations? Judging by what some students 
think about liberty and justice there Is evi 
dence that this is so.

We Americans have never been a particu 
larly shy people. We haven't been a bit slow 
about telling ourselves and others how demo 
cratic we are.

Today our words about the rights of man 
are starting to sound a little hollow. It 
might be well for us to take a more critical 
look at ourselves.

Do we really believe In human freedom and 
dignity as much as we say we do? If you 
think so you might be surprised at some of 
the findings disclosed by the Purdue Uni 
versity opinion panel. This organization 
recently conducted a poll to discover what 
the high-school-age group thinks of freedom.

Pifty-^lght percent of those polled agreed 
that police may be Justified In giving a man 
the "third degree" to make him talk. Thirty- 
three percent said that persons who refuse 
to testify against themselves either should 
be made to talk or be severely punished— 
while another 20 percent were uncertain.

Twenty-five percent of the teen-agers 
would prohibit the right of people to assem 
ble peaceably, saying that some groups 
should not be allowed to hold public meet 
ings.

Twenty-six percent believed the police 
should be allowed in some cases to search 
a person or his home without a warrant.

Fifteen percent would deny a criminal the 
right to have a lawyer and only 45 percent 
believed newspapers should be allowed to 
print anything they want except military 
secrets.

All the rights outlined above are guaran 
teed Americans by their Bill of Rights. While 
few teen-agers would favor abolition of the 
bill, their answers Indicate they aren't so 
willing to put It Into practice.

The foregoing comprises a small part of the 
results discovered by the Purdue panel. 
These results are by no means conclusive for 
the entire United States, but they indicate 
that if many of our rights were put on a 
ballot, an alarming number of teen-agers 
would vote to throw them away.

What's the explanation for this trend in 
totalitarian thinking among American high- 
school students?

Educational institutions must shoulder 
part of the blame. In a deeper sense, so 
should parents and other private cltizensv 
We have permitted political opportunists' 
and hysterical anti-Communists to single out 
our schools and colleges and question their 
right to teach freely and without direction 
from the State. In one small town all books 
on communism were removed from the local 
library.

One of our great Midwestern universities 
was threatened with investigation because 
Its curriculum Included among many others, 
courses In Marxian economics.

Another university insisted that Its faculty 
members take loyalty oaths or suffer loss of 
tenure. When the university lost some of 
Its best men because they resented this Im 
plied lack of faith in their patriotism, the 
loyalty oath requirement was abolished by 
the courts, but not before It had done Its 
damage.

The inevitable outcome of these Invasions 
of educational freedom has been to make 
many teachers afraid of teaching conflicting 
theories of government and freedom to their 
students. An example of the fear of "free 
dom subjects" that now pervades schools 
was shown by the Purdue panel.

After looking at the questions the uni 
versity panel wanted to put to their students, 
several school administrators frankly im 
plied that they were afraid to ask questions
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.plant and tools. One authority estimates 
that, In 1947 and 1948, American nonanan- 
cial corporations tell more than $10 billion 
short of setting aside enough money to re 
build their plant and machinery as they 
wore out. In other words, there Is a strong 
possibility that the profits of American In 
dustry are being overstated by a wide margin 
and thus overtaxed by an equally wide mar 
gin.

A tax law which contributes to the "wear- 
.ing out" of American Industry Is no boon to 
the workingman, whose future Improved 
condition depends upon continued better- 
.ment of America's Industrial machine.

Much has been made of the "quick write 
off" provision of the tax laws, which per 
mits corporations to deduct from their 
profits a part or all of the cost of the new 
.plant in the unusually short time ot 5 
years. This provision has been held up as an 
"aid" to Industry. As a matter of fact, In 
World War II and after Korea, it became a 
necessity to overcome the detects of the 
present method of computing depreciation 
and the basic mistakes of the so-called ex 
cess-profits tax. The quick writeoff en 
couraged rapid expansion of the Nation's in 
dustrial productive capacity to meet an 
Emergency, Indicating that a more modern 
schedule of rates for computing depreciation 
for tax purposes should go hand in hand 
with o dynamic, expanding American indus 
try with ever-increasing Job opportunities.

BIO FRAUDS CO WITH BIO TAXES

Today the American taxpayer, big or little, 
Is working his way through a revolving door. 
His daily exertions, merely bring him back 
to where he started. The state has long 
since passed the point where the rich.man 
and the big corporations can finance its lar 
gesse. Even the uneducated shophand now 
knows that public spending must be financed 
by the masses whom it is supposed to bene 
fit. Taxes have reached the point of dlmin-- 
ishing returns. The taxes on alcoholic bev 
erages, for example, are so high that the net 
returns to the Government have been actu- 

1 ally less than they were before the increased 
rates were put into effect. On top of that, 
bootlegging has returned on an immense 
scale because the exorbitant tax rate makes 
It profitable. High taxes, fraud, and loose 
morals have always gone together since the 
.days of Solomon. Recent disclosures of 
widespread fraud in connivance with tax- 
collecting officials are but a modern version 
of the latter days of Rome.

A thorough cleanup of our Federal tax laws 
Is a must if the American economy is to be 
preserved. In the 40 years since the adop 
tion of the income tax, our tax laws have 
sprouted from a few pieces of simple legis 
lation to a maze of special provisions so com 
plex that not even members of the tax-writ-

• Ing committees of Congress can fully under 
stand all their effects. Federal tax laws 
alone comprise more than 400,000 words.

Nor ore the tax laws any more fair than 
they are clear. Says the American Taxpayers 
Association: "There's something grossly un 
fair about a Federal tax which prohibits a 
working wife from deducting 1 cent for the 
person she must hire to care for her home 
and children while she is away earning a 
paycbeck."

American taxpayers might wonder, too, if 
there la anything fair about a government 
which taxes capital gains of Americans while 
sending $50 billion of their tax-paid money 
overseas for foreign aid when foreigners of 
any other major world power do not have 
to pay a capital-gains tax.

To many students of economics the most 
Important announcement made since the

•new administration took over in Washington 
came from Chairman DANIEL A. REED, of the 
House Ways and Means Committee. His tax- 
writing committee intends to spend most of 
this year on a complete rewrite of Federal 
tax laws. As an initial step he and his asso 
ciates In Congress do not Intend to extend

the excess-profits tax law when it expires 
June 30. The plans of this committee hold 
real promise. But the key to lower taxes, 
lower prices, and more Income for the Amer 
ican people Is, of, course, reduced public 
.expenditures.

LOWER TAXES DEPEND UPON LESS SPENDING

In the last fiscal year Federal expenditures 
were more than the aggregate income, after 
taxes, of all persons receiving $5,000 and 
over. Total estimated Government expend 
itures—Federal, State, and local—for the cur 
rent fiscal year will be equivalent to the total 
wages and salaries of 75 percent of the num 
ber employed in nongovernment pursuits in 
this country. If Uncle Sam continues his 
spending spree, he will end as did Necker, 
the French minister of finance, after the fall 
of the Bastille—"trying to organize prosper 
ity by generalizing poverty."

Spending, for a time, seems popular to 
politicians. Eventually, as it did in the days 
of Solomon, spending catches up—even with 
the politicians. It has begun to catch up 
with them in America. As long as the spend 
ers could say, "You never had it so good"— 
and make people believe it—their spending 
could continue. But now, as people are be 
ginning to realize they've never been had so 
good, they are demanding an end to political 
spending, a return to a balanced budget and 
a level of taxes that will not consume their 
substance.

Spending has wrecked every nation which 
carried it too far. Its danger to America is 
epitomized by the experience of Austria. 
Said Fritz Machlup, the economist, In de 
scribing the process: "Austria was successful 
in pushing through policies which are pop 
ular all over the world. She Increased public 
expenditures, she increased wages, she in 
creased social benefits, she increased bank 
credits, she increased consumption. After 
all these achievements she was on the verge 
of ruin."

Hope for Lithuania

EXTENSION OP REMARKS 
OP

HON. IVOR D. FENTON
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, March 9, 1953

Mr. FENTON. Mr. Speaker, under 
unanimous consent heretofore granted, 
I place in the Appendix of the RECORD 
an editorial entitled "Hope for Lithu 
ania," from the Evening Herald, Shenan- 
doah. Pa., issue of February 14, 1953: 

HOPE FOB LITHUANIA
A ray of hope attends today's observance 

of the 35th anniversary of the declaration of 
independence of the Republic of Lithuania.

To Americans of Lithuanian extraction, a 
great many of whom reside in and about the 
Shenandoah area, and to all others who have 
deplored the brutal confiscation of an erst 
while gallant Republic by the communistic 
Soviet Union, this anniversary has occa 
sioned sorrow and sympathy since 1940. That 
was the fatal year in which the Lithuanian 
people were enslaved and their freedom for 
feited by sheer force.

The tragic plight of these people failed to 
arouse In a practical sense the powerful 
nations, including our own United States, 
who formulated the Atlantic Charter. The 
record is clear, pitifully so, of this abandon 
ment by the signatories of that very same 
Atlantic Charter. The four freedoms repre 
sented grim irony to Lithuanians, and their 
Baltic neighbors, Estonians and Latvians, 
for they, in the truest sense of the word, 
were a forgotten people.

• But the advent of 1953 offers signs of 
encouragement and this is why today's ob 
servance of Republic of Lithuania day holds 
a more cheerful aspect. The hopes of Lithu 
anians are anchored on the pledge of Presi 
dent Elsenhower's announced intentions to 
request the United States Congress to re 
pudiate the Yalta Pact and similar vicious 
deals, which amounted to a sellout of these 
.little countries to Soviet tyranny.

America's announced intentions to actively 
champion the cause of sovereign rights and 
restored self-government for Lithuania and 
all other victims of Soviet aggression and in 
justice will greatly hearten these millions 
of victims.

We feel the utmost confidence that the 
President will call upon Congress to serve 
notice on the Soviet Union to halt genocide 
,ln Lithuania and the rest of the occupied 
countries. We hope this forthcoming action 
will also Include demands to return deportees 
from the slave-labor camps in Siberia to 
their native lands and that Soviet troops 
and secret police be removed forthwith.

The Soviet must be informed In plain 
words that nothing less will suffice than the 
total restoration of Independence to Lithu 
ania, Latvia, Estonia, and the others, not 
forgetting Poland, where a puppet govern 
ment directed by the Kremlin is ruling with 
an Iron hand.

Since 1940, the people of Lithuania have 
suffered sorely. They have seen their pre 
cious liberties taken away; their private 
enterprises have been ruthlessly confiscated. 
Human rights have been denied these peo 
ple; they have been forcibly converted to 
mere chattels of the communistic Soviet 
Union.

For centuries Lithuania has been a pro 
gressive, cultured, and Industrious land. 
From 1795, when Czarlst Russia occupied 
Lithuania, until'1918, when Lithuania de 
clared its Independence, the flame of liberty 
burned low but in the hearts of the people 
hope beat steadily. Then, until 1940, the 
Lithuanian Republic made tremendous 
strides and won international recognition. 
But the rape of this country 13 years ago was 
a black stain in the world's history of free 
dom. This crime has offended and angered 
all true lovers of liberty.

On this day, then, we fervently .wish for 
a new era to dawn for gallant Lithuania and 
that the day of liberation comes to pass in 
the foreseeable future.

Who Gets Offshore Oil?

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF

HON. FRAZ1ER REAMS
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, March 9, 1953

Mr. REAMS. Mr. Speaker, under the 
leave to extend my remarks in the 
RECORD, I include the following editorial 
from the Toledo Blade of March 5, 1953, 
entitled "Who Gets Offshore Oil?"

The appearance of Attorney General Her 
bert Brownell before the Senate Interior 
Committee earlier this week wearing shoes 
that didn't match suggests that the confu 
sion which has marked the Elsenhower Ad 
ministration's approach of the issue of off 
shore oil, from the first campaign pro 
nouncement to the present moment, has 
even the methodical Mr. Brownell in a dither.

What brought the Attorney General up to 
Capitol Hill so incongruously shod was the 
need to present what was then the most re 
cent modification of legislation to give the 
individual States the rich returns expected 
from exploitation of the otl-rich areas be 
neath the seas. His was not the first official
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version of this legislation, nor was It to be 
the last.

Offshore oil Is one of the problems which 
General Elsenhower, as a candidate, didn't 
handle very well. When he was first sounded 
out on the subject, he revealed his Ignorance 
of the fact that the Supreme Court had 
ruled on the Issue.- Then, on October 13 at 
New Orleans, he declared for "recognition of 
these ancient property rights of the States 
In submerged lands" and promised, If elected, 
to approve bills that "recognize the tradi 
tional concept of State ownership In these 
submerged areas."

Since the election, a counsel of caution ob 
viously has reached the President's ear. No 
tions of unlimited rights for the States In 
submerged lands have been discarded. Even 
when the first official administration pro 
posals were made last week by Secretary of 
the Interior Douglas McKay and Secretary 
of the Navy Robert B. Andersen", limits were 
defined. These were to be the "historical 
boundaries" of the States concerned—3 miles 
off California, 3% miles off Louisiana, IQ',4 
miles off Texas and the Florida west coast.

When Philip B. Perlman, former solicitor 
general, appeared next day and raised ques 
tions about the legality of the McKay-An- 
derson proposal, suggesting It surely would 
be tested before the Supreme Court which 
four times has ruled that national rights are 
paramount In that area, there had to be fur 
ther compromise. So Mr. Brownell appeared 
In mismatched shoes to trim the administra 
tion's position a bit more. He suggested that 
"Instead of granting to the States a blanket 
quitclaim title to the submerged lands with 
in their historic boundaries, the Federal 
Government would grant to the States only 
such authority as Is required for the States 
to administer and develop the natural re 
sources." "All land beyond these boun 
daries," he declared, "should be developed 
under the exclusive supervision and control 
of the Federal Government, with all Income 
therefrom going to the benefit of the entire 
country."

Testifying a day later. Jack B. Tate, dep 
uty legal adviser' of the State Department, 
has forced further revision of how far this 
process can go. Recognition of state claims 
to offshore boundaries beyond the 3-mlle 
limit would force abandonment of the In 
ternational position the United States has 
maintained for 150 years, he pointed. out. 
Claims of the States, In Mr. Tate's words, 
"cannot exceed those of the Nation."

Instead of asking "where do we go from 
here?" to make some concessions to States 
rlghters, the administration should admit 
that control of offshore lands, Is best left 
In the Federal Government, where the Su 
preme Court has located It. In trying to 
Improvise to meet one valid objection after 
another to State ownership, the President 
and his advisers only strengthen the case for 
Federal ownership and control.

As this process has revealed, many of the 
considerations Involved are national In scope. 
This Is 'the most Immediate of several rea 
sons why these lands which He along the 
Nation's shore can be more efficiently ad 
ministered by one government In Washing 
ton than by several In Austin. Tex.; Baton 
Rouge, La.; Sacramento, Calif.; Tallahassee, 
Fla., and the capital cities of.perhaps more 
than a dozen others of the States.

Butter Purchases by Our Armed Forces

to present herewith Senate Concurrent 
Resolution O, from the 33d Legislative 
Assembly of the State of North Da 
kota, urging the purchase of butter 
by our Armed Forces. The dairy and 
agricultural industries are very impor 
tant to the Nation's economy, and I do 
not believe it should be jeopardized by 
the Government's purchase and use of 
butter substitutes. I think the boys in 
the service are entitled to have butter in 
their diets, and think something should 
be done about seeing that they get it. 
With the Government's stockpile of 90 
million pounds of butter, it certainly 
seems tough that the boys have to eat 
oleomargarine. The resolution follows:

Senate Concurrent Resolution O 
Resolution to memorialize the Congress of 

the United States to enact suitable legis 
lation to prevent the purchase of butter 
substitutes by our Armed Forces 
Whereas the Armed Forces of the United 

States recently purchased 960,000 pounds of 
butter substitutes for consumption In do 
mestic military establishments; and

Whereas the United States Government, 
under the commodity credit support pro 
gram has purchased for storage over 51 
million pounds of surplus butter since No 
vember 1952; and

Whereas It would be a sound business 
practice for the Armed Forces of the United 
States to purchase and use the surplus butter 
now being stored: Now, therefore, be It

Resolved by the Senate of the State of 
North Dakota (the House of Representatives 
concurring therein), That the Congress of 
the United States Is hereby memorialized to 
enact suitable legislation prohibiting the 
purchase of butter substitutes by our Armed 
Forces; be It further

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
forwarded by the secretary of the senate to 
President Dwlght D. Elsenhower, Senators 
MILTON YOUNG and WILLIAM LANCER and 
Representatives USHEK BURDICK and OTTO 
KRUECER.

C. P. DAHL. 
President of the Senate.

EDWARD LENS, 
Secretary of the Senate. 

WALTER BOTEI., 
Speaker of the House. 
V. L. GILBREATH, 

Cheif Clerk of the House.

EXTENSION OP REMARKS
Of

HON. OTTO KRUEGER
OF NORTH DAKOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, March 9, 1953

Mr. KRUEGER. Mr. Speaker, under 
leave to extend my remarks, I am pleased

Betrayer

EXTENSION OP REMARKS 
OP

HON. HAROLD C. OSTERTAG
OP NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, March 9, 1953
Mr. OSTERTAG. Mr. Speaker, under 

leave to extend my remarks, I wish to in 
clude in the RECORD the following elo 
quent editorial from the New York Times 
of Friday, March 6, 1953:

BETRAYER or THE DREAM
Not all the funeral pomp of the Red Square 

could keep Lenin alive, or even his memory. 
It will be so with Stalin. Dictators, In death, 
are one with lesser men. Alexander, at Bab 
ylon, of a fever; Caesar, In Rome, of stab 
wounds, one of them inflicted by his dear 
friend Brutus; Napoleon, at St. Helena, of 
cancer and despair; Mussolini, In a small 
Italian hill town, above Milan, of bullet 
wounds from Italian pistols; Hitler, by his 
own hand, in order to avoid other hands. In 
his Berlin bunker; so, throughout history,

read the death notices. By steel or lead, by 
hardening of the arteries or softening of the 
brain, by Infections and fevers, by the acci 
dents of nature common to us all, the kings 
depart. Death:
Comes at the last, and with a little pin 
Bores through his castle wall, and farewell 

king!
But Joseph Stalin did not die quite alone. 

A dream died with him—or rather let us say 
there were removed the last tawdry rags of a 
dream, the ultimate shabby remnant of a 
dream, the cynical caricature of a dream. 
The span runs from Karl Marx, smoking 
cheap cigars, living In his dismal London flat, 
spending tedlus days at the British Museum. 
Karl Marx, bearded, bald, crusty, tireless, and 
tiresome, trying to turn sentimental social- 
Ism Into a science, striving to make a logic 
out of brotherhood. He was mistaken in 
many of his observations, wrong In almost 
all his prophecies. His Socialist heaven 
would have been as unworkable as It was 
dreary. But somewhere behind his curiosity 
stubborn and ungenlal mind was a hope and 
dream for humanity.

Joseph Stalin took this dream, already 
dimmed by the words and acts of Lenin, and 
ruthlessly betrayed what was left of It. For 
him it was a means of power. The Marxian 
vision, as he interpreted It, destroyed count 
less human lives, made countless others 
wretched, spread fear across the world. Never 
again, within the time Of man, will the old 
Marxist slogans sound sweet In the ears of 
humane and sensitive persons. Was thla 
Stalin's historic mission? If so. It is now 
fulfilled.

Development of Ski Area at Hidden 
Valley, Estes Park, Colo.

EXTENSION OP REMARKS
OF

HON. WILLIAM S. HILL
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, March 9, 1953
Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, under leave 

to extend my remarks in the RECORD, I 
include the following memorial of the 
39th General Assembly of the State of 
Colorado, and also an article from the 
Denver Post of March 4, 1953:

Senate Joint Memorial 12 
Memorializing the National Park Service of

the Department of the Interior for the
development of a ski area at Hidden Valley,
Estes Park, Colo.
Whereas throughout Colorado and the Na 

tion, participation In winter sports and espe 
cially skiing has been increasing rapidly and 
steadily during the past 10 years. Colorado 
ski areas last year enjoyed a record-breaking 
season with facilities taxed to the point the 
sport was actually being discouraged because 
desired facilities were not available; and

Whereas since 1941 there has been a rapid 
growth of ski area development, and yet In 
that time demand has far outstripped ex 
pansion until today facilities are vastly more 
overcrowded than they were in 1941. Nor 
has this expansion reached its peak. If tho 
population remained static—which it obvi 
ously will not do—experts estimate that 
Interest and participation In skiing and 
other winter sports have reached, probably, 
only one-fourth of Its ultimate potential; 
and

Whereas clearing of snow which has been 
a major problem In other national park areas 
has not, over a period of years, been a prob 
lem In the Rocky Mountain; and

Whereas with the installation of the chair 
lift, winter sports enthusiasts would be
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in no small measure to certain crippling 
amendments to the Defense Production 
Act last year, which allowed enough ex 
emptions from controls to make a work 
able price-control program impossible. 
Those of us in Congress who fought for 
a stronger price-control measure at the 
time warned that just such a situation 
would happen if too many loopholes in 
the law are allowed.

The President's decontrol actions have 
met with approval in certain quarters, 
particularly those who stand to profit di- 

- rectly. As for the great majority of the 
public, the consumers, the wage earners, 
the people who live on small fixed in 
comes and others whose income is lim 
ited, they are keeping their fingers 
crossed and are just hoping for the best. 
As recently as the middle of January 
the Gallup poll reported that 61 percent 
of the voters favored the retention of 
price and wage controls, only 29 percent 
indicated controls should be discarded, 
and 10 percent had no opinion. Actu 
ally, this poll shows that the sentiment 
for retaining controls is stronger today 

'than it was after the end of World War II 
when the question of retaining or discon^ 
tinuing OPA regulations was being 
considered. The American public has 
since learned a lesson.

At the present time, there is consid 
erable sentiment in Congress for the re 
tention of at least standby price-control 
authority. Our involvement in Korea 
and the international tension which fol 
lowed led Congress, after careful delib 
eration, to provide the authority for eco 
nomic controls 2>/2 years ago. We are 
still tied down in Korea, and world ten 
sions have not abated. With Stalin re 
moved from the world scene, we have no 
assurances that the international situa 
tion will improve; for the present we are 
hoping it will not deteriorate further. 
Consequently, we should not discount the 
possibility that an aggressive move of 
Communist design, instigated by the new 
rulers in the Kremlin, may force a sharp 
rise in our military program in the fu 
ture. This would immediately make 
economic controls imperative, no matter 
how distasteful they may be.

Prom past experience we know that it 
takes Congress at least 3 months before 
a good controls law is enacted and an 
other 4 to 6 months before that law be- 
.gins to operate effectively. It is during 
this interim period of 7 or 8 months that 
the greatest inflationary danger occurs, 
with consumers and businessmen alike 
engaged in scare-buying, hoarding, and 
profiteering. The 7-percent increase in 
prices between June 1950, when the inva 
sion of South Korea took place, and 
January 1951, when price controls were, 
finally imposed, has been estimated to 
have cost the American people the sum 
of $18 billion. That is the inflationary 
price it paid during those 7 months, aside 
from the human suffering and .strain 
upon our economy.

Taking that lesson into consideration,. 
it seems to me that the presence of a 
standby controls measure on our statute 
books is highly desirable, since the en 
actment of such a law would provide a 
minimum insurance against inflation. 
To me, it appears to be somewhat prema 
ture to lift controls, authorized by law, 
in wholesale fashion. At a time when

the cost of living is still at an all-time 
high, when the tax burden is a painful 
reality to all of us, even the most trivial 
price increase is an added burden on the 
Airierican consumer. By removing these" 
controls prematurely and too quickly, 
the new administration is adding to that 
burden. .

Mr. Speaker, it is difficult to believe 
that the dangers of inflation are com 
pletely over. True, prices of many prod 
ucts, especially farm products, have 
slackened somewhat. At the same time, 
however, many business analysts have 
noted that the economy of the country 
is in a precarious balance, with the very 
real possibility of either a serious infla 
tion or a depression. There are many 
trouble spots all over the globe that could 
flare up and quickly involve our country 
in heavy additional military expendi 
tures, with inflation an unavoidable re 
sult, unless the machinery to combat 
such inflation remains intact and avail 
able for use.

In conclusion, therefore, I urge that we 
retain and utilize those controls which 
are making a contribution to a stabilized 
price situation in the interests of the 
hard-pressed and too often all but for 
gotten consumer. Furthermore, we 
should provide legislation for additional 
standby price control authority that 
could be put into effective use as soon as 
the impact of more serious military ac 
tions abroad or of inflation at home 
should indicate the need for such action. 
Anything less than standby economic 
controls would weaken our whole econo 
my in the event of a sudden emergency, 
would most seriously hurt the welfare 
of our people, and would provide com 
fort for those who wish to see the Ameri 
can way of life destroyed.

Mr. Speaker, the standby economic 
controls bill which I am introducing 
would provide that legislation r.nd ac 
complish that purpose.. I trust it will 
receive prompt and favorable action.

Submerged Lands "Grab"

EXTENSION OP REMARKS 
OP

HON. HAROLD C. OSTERTAG
OP NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, March 10,' 1953

Mr. OSTERTAG. Mr. Speaker, con 
fusion over the ownership of lands under 
navigable waters becomes worse con 
founded .with every passing month. 
When the New Deal administration de 
cided in the late thirties to grab the so- 
called tidelands, as a step to the aggran 
dizement of the Federal Government, 
the States properly resisted the move 
with every legal instrument at their 
command. The Federal assertion of 
ownership came only after oil had been 
discovered in the submerged lands, and 

• had been exploited and developed by pri 
vate individuals acting through the 
States. Because of its insatiable appe 
tite for money, the New Deal saw in the 
tidelands a rich new source of revenue 
and set about rewriting history and law 
to prove that their ownership resided in

the Federal rather than the State gov 
ernments. Meanwhile, adopting the 
traditional legal technique of abusing 
opposing counsel when one's case is weak, 
the New Dealers, who certainly knew a. 
grab when they saw one, charged the 
States with "grabbing" their own coastal 
lands, their title to which had been re 
affirmed by the courts for more than a 
hundred years. As the Saturday Eve 
ning Post commented last year, "The ef - 
fort to represent the States' defense of 
their longtime rights as a grab is as 
phony as a $7 bill."

As the controversy over these lands 
drags on from year to year, however, 
some of the States have asserted their 
rights not only to the lands within their 
traditional boundaries but also to the 
edge of the Continental Shelf itself. And 
meanwhile, invoking a rapacity as ques 
tionable as that of the New Deal itself, 
they have begun in some instances to 

•look with covetous eyes toward the as 
sertion of ownership of the national for 
ests and similar preserves, within their 
boundaries.

Mr. Speaker, in my judgment, there 
are lands and areas within these United 
States which properly belong to the 
States, and there are 'areas which prop 
erly belong to the Federal Government. 
There are also areas whose ownership 
is in dispute, and there is no reason why 
their ownership cannot be settled equi 
tably and fairly, without "grabs" by 
either level of government. If some of 
the States, anticipating at long last an 
equitable settlement of the tidelands 
controversy in their favor, are now going 
to embark on raids on Federal lands, they 
will, in my judgment, alienate much of 
the support that they now enjoy and 
invite chaos in the determination of 
ownership of these disputed lands.

At this point, Mr. Speaker, I include in 
the RECORD the following editorial from 
the March 5, 1953, edition of the Buffalo 
Evening News:

OFFSHORE On.: WHOSE "GRAB"?
The clamor of New Deal columnists and 

Congressmen over the offshore oil "grab" Is 
becoming a veritable din. It Is also very mis 
leading. The Issues here are complicated, 
and there Is a case to be made on each side, 
but the yelling of "grab" and "steal" doesn't 
help to simplify or clarify matters. Nor will 
it help to avert a real "grab" or "steal" by 
anyone who may be contemplating such a 
move. Like the little boy who cried "wolf," 
the politician who yells "grab" on a case that 
doesn't warrant that kind of language is 
risking being ignored if a case should arise 
that does warrant it.

Those who talk this way have conveniently 
forgotten some recent history. In all the 
years up to 1937, no Federal agency had seri 
ously thought of asserting Federal Jurisdic 
tion over oil or any other resource in the 
submerged lands along the coasts—the off 
shore lands between low-tide mark and the 
3-mile limit.

In the early thirties, a question arose when 
California stopped granting prospecting per 
mits for new leases covering Its offshore oil 
field, and various oilmen applied to Secretary 
of Interior Harold Ickes to override the State 
and give them leases under the Federal 
Mineral Leasing Act of 1920. Up to 1937, all 
such applications were flatly denied, because 
the late Mr. Ickes, an all-out New Deal con- 
servationlst If there ever was one, took the 
position that the Federal Government had ho 
Jurisdiction.

"Title to the oil under the ocean within 
the 3-mile limit," he said then, "Is In the
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Ctate of California, and the land may not 
be appropriated except by authority of the 

• state."
That .was the so-called tidelands situa 

tion then. Nobody in Washington had any 
thought of denying State Jurisdiction. In 
1937, however, a new pool was discovered off 
California. A move was initiated In the 
State legislature to conserve part of it as a 
naval reserve, but the people, in a referen 
dum, rejected the control legislation. It was 
then that some of the smart lawyers in Wash 
ington began playing with the Idea of assert 
ing Federal title.

It was they, in short, who made the first 
"grab," and they pressed the case through 
the courts, to the outraged howls of every 
coastal State. The attorneys general of most 
of the Inland States were immediately up in 
arms, too, because the same logic that might 
sustain the Federal "grab" there could be 
used to support a similar "grab" for control 
of submerged lands under the lakes and 
navigable rivers.

The Supreme Court finally ruled that Uncle 
Sam, in the absence of legislation to the 
contrary, has "paramount rights." The im 
plication was that Congress had full author 
ity to settle the question either way, but this 
is the decision the New Dealers now wave like 
a flag over the move in Congress to restore 
Jurisdiction to the States. For them to cry 
"grab" and "steal" is to Ignore completely 
the fact that State title was never questioned 
until the first "grab" was made by the New 
Deal Federal administration, and later 
backed by a New Deal Supreme Court.

If the pending legislation restores the legal 
situation to that existing prior to 1937, and 
stops with that, there will have been no 
"grab" anywhere. But along with the move 
to restore State Jurisdiction, there are two 
real "grabs" being suggested. One Is the 
move by Texas and Florida interests to ex 
tend State title beyond the historic limits far 
out Into the" gulf to the limits of the Con 
tinental Shelf. Another Is a move by various 
Inland western Interests to transfer title of 
Federal lands, Including forest preserves and 
similar areas to the States. If the new Con 
gress or administration were to get the off 
shore-oil question tangled up In this sort of 
back-to-the-States movement, they would 
indeed, be participating In a giveaway of our 
public domain and there would be point to 
the cry of "grab." Whatever is done about 
the areas Just beyond the tidelands, there i 
is no Justification fof giving away lands or I 
rights in which title has long rested, both | 
legally and historically, In the Nation rather J 
than any State. I

Republicans Doubletalk on Rent Control

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. SIDNEY A. FINE
OP NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, March 10, 1953

Mr. FINE. Mr. Speaker, in an exten 
sion of remarks on Tuesday, March 3, 
1953, I pointed out that the Republican 
Governor of New York and his Repub 
lican-controlled legislature should be 
severely criticized for taking steps to de 
prive the people of adequate rent pro 
tection. A bill to increase the rents of 
tenants in New York City and in .the 
State is now being considered in both 
branches of the legislature. I took issue 
with the report of the Republican-con 
trolled rent commission that there is no 
housing shortage, even though the rec 
ords indicate that 30,000 families in New

York City today are living in cellar 
apartments, paying exorbitant rents, and 
in many instances sharing community 
kitchens and bathroom facilities. I em 
phasized that thousands of families are 
still facing a housing shortage which re 
quires them to pay high rents for quar 
ters which are far from desirable.

The fact that there is a housing short 
age is no longer open to dispute. The 
New York State Rent Commission has 
been flatly contradicted by another Re 
publican-controlled committee of the 
State legislature, the joint legislative 
committee on housing and multiple 
dwellings. This joint legislative com 
mittee has, under date of February 3, 
1953, sponsored a New York State Senate 
bill, Pr. No. 1275, now awaiting the Gov 
ernor's signature, which would legalize 
cellar or basement apartment occupancy 
for living purposes until July 1, 1955, 
upon a certificate from the commissioner 
of the department of housing and build 
ings and the commission of health. The 
committee subjoined a report to the bill 
in which it noted:

The committee is of the opinion that be 
cause of the continued housing shortage, 
some temporary relief should be granted to 
the tenants who are now occupying cellar 
or basement apartments or rooms.

Thus we have a Republican-controlled 
committee on the one hand attempting 
to justify rent increases on the ground 
that there is no housing shortage, while 
another Republican-controlled commit 
tee relies on a finding of a housing short 
age to justify statutory approval for the 
cellar apartment occupancy of 30,000 
families in New York City.

I charge that the Republican Party 
has once again demonstrated that it only 
gives lipservice to the needs of the peo 
ple; that" it doubletalked in its pre 
election promises to the people of the 
State of New York, when it promised the 
people that it would maintain a rigid and 
effective rent control for their protection 
and that now the cat is out of the bag. 
A behind-the-scene deal to make the 
people the helpless victims of a conspir 
acy to raise rents for the benefit of the 
real-estate interests is now evident.

Economy and Efficiency in the Defense 
Department

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. OVERTON BROOKS
OF LOUISIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, January 29, 1953

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, people of the United States 
are most price-conscious at the present 
time, and it is always most gratifying to 
learn that executive departments like 
wise are conscious of the struggle of our 
taxpayers to pay heavy taxes in order 
to carry on the operations of our Gov 
ernment and provide safety for our 
people. The economy-mindedness of 
our Defense Department was brought 
forcibly home to me in the recent ob 
servance of the 20th anniversary of the 
founding of the Barksfield Air Force Base

at Shreveport, La. This great Air Force 
base began its operations 20 years ago 
this month.

I attended, along with General Hoyt 
Vandenberg, Chief of Staff of the Air 
Force, the anniversary celebration. Al 
though the weather was very bad, a 
large crowd attended this celebration. 
One of the striking features of the ob 
servance in my opinion was the display 
of various types of military aircraft ac 
tually being used by our men now. They 
were lined up on a long parking strip at 
the air force base, and I noticed as I in 
spected one after the other that each 
one bore a price tag. Thousands of our 
local people attended this celebration. 
All of them stopped to see the type and 
character of the aircraft before them 
and all of them read the figures showing 
the actual cost to the taxpayer of these 
airplanes. The taxpayers are entitled to 
this information as to costs.

I think the people of the United States 
as a whole are interested in these figures 
and I am, therefore, presenting them to 
you in the order in which they have 
been given me, together with the cost 
of each type of aircraft:
B-25 ———————————————————. $138, 657 
B-26 ..__ —— __———__...__ 196, 347 
B-29 ...—————..———___---__ 627, 243 
B-36 ...—————..———___.__ 2, 634, 686 
B-45 ——_————.——__....__ 1, 296, 245 
B-47 ———————————————————_ 2, 500, 000 
B-50 ——,———..——__.____ 1, 236, 203 
C-45——__—————.————. —— .... 66,124 
C-47-_________.__________ 74, 122 
C-124____________________ 2, 818, 278 
F-51 .__.____.__________ 52, 942 
F-84 ..__.._______________ 158, 870 
P-86 _____——__——________ 185, 105 
KC-97__i.________________ 1,145, 258 
T-93 ____________________ 197, 971

I have no way of checking whether or 
not the taxpayer is getting value dollar 
for dollar for this equipment. The costs 
are, in my mind, heavy in some respect. 
At the same time, I think private indus 
try in this country is producing for the 
Defense Department the finest machines 
for flying and the finest equipment for 
flying that has ever been produced by 
human hands at any time. You cannot 
get the best.without paying for it.

Restoring Balance to Our Federal System

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. HAROLD C. OSTERTAG
OP NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, March 10, 1953

Mr. OSTERTAG. Mr. Speaker, under 
leave to extend my remarks, I include in 
the RECORD an editorial entitled "Opera 
tion Decentralization" from the Buffalo 
Evening News of March 6, 1953.

The editorial reflects, I believe, the 
widespread support which has greeted 
the announcement by the present admin 
istration that it will soon move to restore 
a proper balance to our Federal system 
of government through the medium of 
a Commission on Integovernmental Re 
lations. While the tasks of such a Com 
mission will be immense, they are, in my 
judgment, of major and compelling
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•few days ago that he has it tinder study.but 
needs a longer time to reach a decision. Con 
gressional opposition, aroused primarily by 
railroad and private power Interests, has 
always cut across party lines, but the pending 
legislation is sponsored by Republicans, 
Chairman WILET and Representative DON-

• DERO, of Michigan. It Is interesting, too, that 
Secretary of the Treasury Humphrey, when 
head of the M. A. Hanna Co., testified In sup-
.port of the seaway construction. Defense 
Department spokesmen likewise have sup 
ported the project In the past as important 
to our national security.

The finality of the current opportunity for 
United States participation arises out of the 
Canadian Government's decision to go ahead 
alone with the project If necessary. This 
cuts the ground from under the railroad op 
position, since the seaway Is going to.be built 
in any event. A Canadian corporation has 
been set up to build and control the entire 
seaway, and the Province of Ontario has been 
authorized to construct the power project. 
The State of New York has asked permission 
of the. Federal Power Commission to act 
Jointly with Ontario on the power develop-
,ment. A possible further clue to the think 
ing within the Elsenhower administration 
was given recently by Secretary of Interior 
McKay In an endorsement of the Hew York 
State plans. . 

A convincing case for the economic and 
military value of the seaway has been made. 
The St. Lawrence and the Oreat Lakes form

'part of the boundary waters of the United 
States. They penetrate deeply into the in 
dustrial and agricultural heartland of the 
United States, providing a highway for export 
of products and Import of essential raw ma 
terials. A share in their navigational im 
provement and control would be Important In 
peacetime and could be doubly important In 
wartime. The Canadian Government last 
month Informed our own that It would delay 
its seaway plans long enough for one more 
chance at congressional approval of our own 
participation. Congress should take advan 
tage of this opportunity In the national 
Interest.

. Stevenson Hurt United States Prestige

EXTENSION OF REMARKS : 
or

HON. WILLIAM E. McVEY
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OP REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, March 10, 1953

I Mr. McVEY. Mr.- Speaker,'. under 
: unanimous consent, I Insert in the Ap 
pendix of the RECORD an article appear 
ing recently in the Washington Evening 
"Star under the authorship of Mr. David 
"Lawrence, in which he comments upon 
.an address delivered by Adlai Stevenson, 
former Governor of Illinois. The reac- 

. tions of Mr. Lawrence to .that address 
follow:
STEVENSON HURT UNITED STATES PRESTIGE-— 

• FORMER GOVERNOR'S REFERENCE TO "DOLLAR 
'•. -DIPLOMACY" PROVES THAT HE DOESN'T KNOW

ITS TRUE DEFINITION
(By David Lawrence)

Adlnl Stevenson starts on a trip to Asia 
soon, and the Elsenhower administration is 

.asking American diplomatic representatives 

. to extend to him all courtesies. But It would 
^be a mistake for any foreign peoples-to as- 
~sume that the Democratic candidate for the 
.Presidency In 1952 speaks for the United 
.States Government.

Mr. Stevenson, under the friendly guise of 
.good-natured quips and humorous barbs, 
.already has done more harm to the Amerl- 
.cau cause overseas than any other critic.

inside or outside the Congress, has done since 
the Elsenhower administration took office. 
Fortunately, most foreign governments un 
derstand that It Is the business of opposi 
tion or factional leaders to try to make po- 
Jttlcal capital as .well as to misrepresent the 
.facts of their own Government's foreign poli- 
'cles. This Is done regularly In Britain; 
Prance, Germany, and Italy. But what Is 
done by the opposition party In the United 
States Is more Important than what the Eur 
jopean opposition parties say. For Soviet 
Russia Is in a better position to capitalize 
on the criticisms made here than on those 
of Europe.

Without waiting to find out the truth of 
what did happen, Mr. Stevenson accused 
Secretary of State Dulles of issuing ultima 
tums to Europe—a statement officially de 
nied by the Secretary himself before the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee last 
.week. The former Illinois Governor went 
further with a charge that the United States, 
in effect, has a selfish material Interest In the 
money It is spending abroad. The Moscow 
Communist propaganda machine has been 
.Jrylng for months to get evidence of this 
charge, and will not fail to take cognizance 
of what it will regard inevitably as Mr. Stev^ 
enson's apparent confirmation. 

. The statement In the Stevenson speech 

.of last week which damaged American pres 
tige In Europe is the following: 

. "I hope I have misread the signs of the 
revival of the discredited 'dollar diplomacy.' 
J hope we are forging no silver chains." 
, This comment came In connection with 
American efforts to determine whether 
American billions should be continued to 
countries which, if unwilling to defend 
themselves, might bring about such a state 
of weakness as to cause American funds to 
be wasted or lost. This was the same prln- 
.clple applied in the previous administration. 
For Mr. Stevenson now to level the innuendo 
pi dollar diplomacy is to imply that.some 
new, selfish factor has been introduced by 
.the new administration here in order to use 
rAmerlcan foreign aid to gain Improper ends. 

The phrase "dollar diplomacy" is explained 
.to the.Beards' Basic History of the United 
States as follows:

. "Under Theodore Roosevelt's successor, 
William Howard Tart, who had beaten Wil 
liam Jenntngs Bryan in the election of 1908, 
.Imperialistic activity by the President re 
ceived another name. Republicans now 
_slmply called It 'dollar diplomacy.' The rose 
-under a new name meant that it was the 
duty and right of the United States Gov- 
.ernment to seek out and protect opportuni 
ties that would allow American businessmen 
;to operate freely In foreign countries and 
American bankers to make profitable loans 

..abroad." . 
. Surely there Is nothing In the Elsenhower- 
, Dulles-Stassen policies of extending aid un 
der the mutual-security assistance laws 
passed by the last Congress which could even 
remotely Justify the charge that the United 
States is endeavoring to obtain advantages 
lor Its businessmen or bankers or that It is 
seeking some special privilege of a material 
istic nature.

. This, of course, is what Moscow has been 
saying ever since President Truman launched 
the Marshall plan and the Mutual Security 
Assistance plan, but It is surprising to have 
:a former presidential nominee now attach 
.the name "dollar diplomacy" to the very 
.policies which are being continued by the 
new administration here.

Either Mr. Stevenson, in his anxiety to 
make clever phrases, didn't look up his his 
tory as to what dollar diplomacy means or 
.he really believes the Elsenhower administra 
tion has some ulterior purpose of a material 
nature In its policies of foreign aid.

While Mr. Stevenson professed the greatest 
friendliness for the new administration and 
promised cooperation, his address, when 
read abroad, will .be found to contain many 
sarcastic accusations concerning the good

faith of. the American- Government in itj 
relations with European governments. .* • 
. The opposition parties Inside European 
countries which have been playing on the 
nationalistic and patriotic feelings of their 
own countrymen In criticizing American 
policies as those of a bully will flnd In former 
.Governor Stevenson's attack on his own gov 
ernment the very ammunition they need to 
help undermine the Churchill-Eden policies 
In Britain, and the Mayer-Pleven policies In 
Prance and the Adenauer program In Ger 
many. It Is a speech that was lost In the 
giggles of an admiring audience of New 
Dealers in New York, but it will be an expen 
sive speech for America when Moscow and 
the anti-American elements In Europe get 
through exploiting It.

How Can a State Get Back a Title It 
Never Had?

EXTENSION OP REMARKS
or ' '

HON. ABRAHAM J. MULTER
OP NEW TOBK

.. IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, March 10, 1953

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, the fol 
lowing column by Lowell Mellett, which 
appeared in the Washington Evening 
Star of March 3, 1953, poses some in 
teresting questions. I doubt that they 
;can be answered logically: 
DISPUTE HAS FANTASTIC FEATURES—BERKLEY'S 

. AMUSING .QUERY CONCERNING TEXAS AND 
: LOUISIANA NAVIES BRINGS UP OTHER LOGICAL, 
; ir BIZAEBE, CONSIDERATIONS

(By Lowell Mellett)
: The former Vice .President, Mr. Barkley. 
made an amusing, if not too serious, point 
concerning the offshore oil deposits In his
•Sunday evening television appearance; If,
•he asked, Louisiana, Texas, and California 
are given the title to and the profits from 
the submerged lands, who then will defend 
the property against attack by a possible 
enemy? The claims of Texas and Louisiana, 
he said, reach far out Into the Gulf of Mex 
ico, where we can expect to see oil derricks 
rising in waters vulnerable to undersea boats. 
'The enemy could not find -a more attractive 
target nor a means of doing our war TB- 
sources greater damage. Does Louisiana or 
Texas have a navy capable of keeping hostile 
Snorkels out of the Gulf or would they Ipolc 
1»-the good old United States Navy for the
•needed protection?

They would look to the" United States Navy, 
'of course, as they would have a right to. 
Just as Detroit or Chicago, for example, would
•look to the United States Air Force for pro 
tection against an air attack. The Veep"s 
Inquiry merely serves to emphasize the dog- 
in-the-manger nature of the position taken 
i>y the three States. They accept all the 
benefits of membership In the Union while 
seeking to withhold a part of their share of 
the cost.

The case of Louisiana could offer another 
iblzarre problem. The. people of the United 
States In 1803 bought what was then known 
as Louisiana from France. Thomas Jefferson 
bought it from Napoleon Bonaparte. He 
bought It with Federal money. The price 
was $11,250,000, plus the assumption of 
$3,747,268 of debts owed France by American 
citizens. What Jefferson and the people of
•the United States got was the Territory out 
of which has been carved the States of 
Arkansas, Missouri, Iowa, Nebraska, North 
and South Dakota, and Louisiana, as well as 
most of Oklahoma, Kansas, and Minnesota 
and parts of Colorado, Wyoming, Montana, 
Mississippi, and Alabama. The State of 
Louisiana was not formed until 1820.
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Texas asserts a special claim to the waters 

of the Gulf because of a -treaty made when 
she- relinquished her role as a sovereign 
republic and became one of the .States. 
Louisiana had no such role. It was Just a 
relatively small part of a piece of purchased 
land. If that gives the state a special .claim 
now, would not the same thing be true of 
all the other States named above? Shouldn't 
they demand a special share of. the antici 
pated royalties? And If so, to keep the argu 
ment In the realm. of the fantastic where 
these State claims properly belong, should 
not the Veep's Inquiry concerning State 
navies be expanded to Include them?

Their hopes raised by Mr. Elsenhower's 
snap decision, made as a candidate, to sup 
port their claims, Texas and Louisiana have 
been engaged In pushing the claims farther 
and farther from shore—more than a hun 
dred miles In the case of Texas. Eventually 
they may wish to make the whole of the

'Gulf theirs. If he could have conceived of 
any such attitude on the part of some as yet 
unborn States, Thomas Jefferson would have 
been astonished. He though.he knew what 
he was buying. It was security against all 
foreign powers for the great, Integrated em-: 
plre being built-by .the American people.

"There Is on the globe," he wrote Robert 
LIvlngston. "one single spot, the possessor 
of which Is our natural and habitual enemy."

.He had In mind Great Britain, France, and 
Spain as possible possessors of New Orleans. 
He wanted no one of them situated at the 
mouth of the Mississippi, the natural outlet 
to the sea for much of the United States. If 
living, he would hardly look favorably on the 
assertion of extraordinary rights in those 
quarters by any one of the. States resulting 
from hla historic real estate deal.

Oregon, the Beaver State

EXTENSION OP REMARKS 
OP

HON. HOMER D. ANGELL
OF OREGON 

IN THE HOUSE OP REPRESENTATIVES '
Tuesday, March 10,1953

Mr. ANQELL. Mr. Speaker, Oregon, 
bordering on the Pacific Ocean in the 
Par West, is one of the fastest growing 
States in the Union. In fact, the three 
Western States—California, Washington, 
and Oregon—have made the most sig 
nificant advance in the last decade in 
population and development of any other 
portion of the Nation.

Oregon is a State of great. natural 
beauty and has a wealth not only«of 
natural scenery but of natural resources 
which are only partially developed and 
which, when fully developed, will make 
our State one of'the outstanding areas 
of the Pacific Northwest. Oregon has 
more than 40 percent of the potential 
hydroelectric power of the Nation locked 
up in the great Columbia River and its 
tributaries. The Columbia is the second 
largest river in the United States and 
with its wealth of waterpower is the key 
to the development which is now taking 
Place in the area. Only 10 percent of 
the hydroelectric power has been devel 
oped and there is a great dearth of elec 
tric energy in the area. The great Mc- 
Nary, Chief Joseph, and the Dalles Dams 
are now under' construction and when 
completed will add materially to the pool 
of hydroelectric power.

"There recently appeared in the Na 
tional Buyers* Guide in its February 1953 
issue a factual article on Oregon entitled 
"Oregon, the Beaver State" which I in 
clude as part of these, remarks: 

OREGON, THE BEAVER STATE
Sweeping southward from the 10,000-foot 

heights of the Wallowa Mountains, across 
high rangeland plateaus and the lofty Slskl- 

•yous to the sea; and from the top of ma 
jestic Mount Hood to the 400-mile Pacific 
Ocean coastline, the great State of Oregon 
abounds with the opportunities which could 
only exist in one of the Nation's last 
frontiers.

Less than 100 years old as a State of the 
Union, young and vigorous Oregon offers 
limitless horizons for those who would enter 
into business, Industry, or agriculture. Its 
magnificent scenery, recreational facilities, 
and diversified climatic conditions provide 
happy and bountiful living for its present 
and future citizens.

• The cradle of this great Oregon civilization 
was rocked in the Willamette Valley in al 
most recent times, May 2, 1843, to be exact, 
at Champoeg, north of Oregon's capital city. 
Salem. There, Americans and Canadians met 
in what has come to be known as the famous 
"wolf meeting" and decided to ask the United 
States to govern the whole Oregon country. 
On the spot where this meeting was held, 
a great monument has been erected which 
bears the names of all of those hardy plo- 
"heers who voted for the Stars and Stripes.

From that historic beginning, Just 110 
years ago, has evolved a commonwealth of 
which the entire Nation is proud and to 
which most of her sister States owe a com 
mon debt of gratitude. It was Oregon which 
first provided the initiative and referendum 
to benefit the voters of the State and to Im 
prove governmental procedures. In fact, 
Oregon's vast contribution to the wealth and 
progress of America through its great agri 
cultural. Industrial, and commercial enter 
prises has placed this young State among 
the leaders of the West.

While agriculture and forestry have been 
the basic sources of income in Oregon since 
the early days, the State is rapidly coming 
of age in manufacturing, with a s'trong trend 
toward diversity of industry. Metal working, 
textiles, paper, printing, chemicals, and stone 
and clay products have made pronounced 
advances during the past decade. This man 
ufacturing is concentrated primarily west of 
the Cascade Mountains, where all but 1 
county have 1,000 or more industrial work 
ers, with 4 of them having over 5,000. In 
dustrial advancement has created the de 
mand for business enterprises to supply the 
needs of the ever-increasing number of In 
dustrial workers.

The State's two basic industries, timber 
and food products, have kept pace with the 
forward surge of manufacturing and, in fact, 
have contributed materially toward Its ad 
vancement.

One-fifth of the lumber produced In the 
United States comes from Oregon where 
more than 8 billion board feet were cut in 
1950, principally Douglas fir and Ponderosa 
pine. Private operators in cooperation with 
the Government have led the way in the 
sustained-yield program of permanent forest 
management, assuring a continuous source 
of timber, and economic stability to many 
Oregon communities which depend upon 
timber and timbering as their source of 
income.

Although much of the lumber Is shipped 
out of the area In a rough or semifinished 
state, the manufacture of more highly fin 
ished wood products such as sashes, doors, 
roof trusses, bores, battery separators, toys, 
any many others, is contributing materially 
to Industrial development. Some 30 plants 
now produce plywood, while another allied 
industry, furniture, employs 3,500 workers.

Also based on Oregon's timber resources 
are pulp and paper manufacturing which 
provide an annual payroll in excess of $14 
million. All types of paper are made, In 
cluding newsprint, slick magazine, wrapping, 
tissue, carboard and waxed, with a present 
trend toward the higher grades.

The second leading Industry, food proc 
essing, employs one-sixth of the industrial 
workers. The annual pack totals over 13 
million cases, leading items being green, 
beans, peas, and corn; pears, plums, and 
cherries; berries. Jams, jellies, preserves, and 
fruit Juices. In addition some 120 million 
pounds of fruit, berries, and vegetables are 
quick .frozen in one of the State's fastest 
growing Industries.

Commercial fishing is centered along the 
coast with about 50 million pounds of fish 
processed annually at Astoria, alone. Chi 
nook salmon, tuna, and quick-frozen fillets 
are the principal products.

In dairy processing, fresh and canned milk 
and butter added to the food Industry totals, 
while Tillamook cheese and the Blue Vein 
cheese of Langlois have gained national rec 
ognition.

Backed by heavy wheat production in the 
region, flour Is milled in large quantities a' 
Astoria, The Dalles, Pendleton, and Portland^ 
one of the Nation's leading wheat and flour 
exporting cities. The expanding consumer 
market, in conjunction with extensive mill 
ing facilities, has led to increased manufac 
ture of crackers, cookies, cereals, and other 
bakery products.

Such Is the diversity of manufacturing and 
commercial Interests in the State which Just 
a century ago was the western outpost of the 
Hudson's Bay Company.as well as America's 
first giant of .the fur Industry, John Jacob 
Astor. . •

Agriculture and stock raising are at their 
best in Oregon. The mild, temperate climate 
of western Oregon is conducive to raising al 
most any crop which does not demand almost 
continual sunshine. And eastern Oregon, 
with its vast uplands, produces wheat and 
grain and provides great pasturelands for 
thousands upon thousands of cattle and 
sheep.

The diversity of crops raised commercially 
is practically limitless, as may be noted by 
the various products In which Oregon's pro 
duction leads all other States. Winter pears, 
filberts, loganberries, youngberries, boysen- 
berries, black raspberries, gooseberries, pep 
permint for oil, green beans, fiber flax, alslke, 
and ladlno clover seed, and several of the 
cover seed crops are all produced more abun 
dantly in Oregon than in any other State.

Scenic attractions and recreational facili 
ties are as magnificent as may.be found any 
where in the world. The silent fastnesses of 
lonely mountain meadows, the noisy turbu 
lence of rushing streams; the rockbound 
coastlines and innumerable sandy beaches; 
virgin forests and newly planted orchards; 
the magnitude of the Columbia River Gorge 
and the quiet elegance of age-old Crater 
Lake—all these are a part of Oregon.

Snow-capped Mount Hood, with its famous 
Timberllne Lodge, the Rogue River, favorite 
of fishermen who delight In gaffing a steel- 
head; Pendleton and its annual roundup; 
land of the fur traders and end of the famed 
Oregon Trail—these, too, are a part of 
Oregon.

Territorial government proclaimed In 1848; 
statehood achieved in 1859; the midtwentl- 
eth century finds the great State of Oregon 
continually developing into a tremendous 
agricultural and industrial empire where 
living is fun; where business prospers; where 
the future is as bright and as sure as tomor 
row's sunrise.

The Honorable Douglas McKay, former 
Governor of Oregon and present Secretary 
of the Interior, prepared the following letter 
for publication prior to his assumption of 
his new post. His enviable record attained
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for bringing new crops and farming prac 
tices to the attention of the farmers. In. 
1852 there were 300 active agricultural so 
cieties and by i860 they numbered over 1,000. 

As these societies expanded, the commu 
nity, and later the county, agricultural fairs 
developed. Elkanah Watson promoted the 
first agricultural fair In Plttsfield, Mass., 
on October 10, 1810, with 26 farmers par 
ticipating. Watson organized a society to 
hold annual fairs and from that date for 
ward they became an American Institution.
• Printing of publications devoted to agrlr 
culture began about this same period and 
Congress, Itself, began to take an Interest 
In farm matters. The House established .a 
committee on agriculture In 1820 and the 
Senate set up Its agriculture committee in 
1625.

In 1831, the reaper was invented. The 
steel plow, the threshing machine, and other 
highly useful new farm Implements were 
coming Into use, producing great changes 
in agricultural technology and In the Na 
tion's economic and social life.

To finance the purchase of these new im 
plements, the farmer had to expand his pro 
duction and sales for crops. His participa 
tion and vital Interest in the Nation's busi 
ness and commerce grew almost overnight. 
Expanded crop production necessitated ex 
panded markets.

One Agriculture Department historian 
records that Ellswo'rth's Act of getting Con 
gress to appropriate funds for collecting 
agricultural Information for the first time 
put the Government on record as providing 
aid to, the farmer.

"Governmental aid to agriculture was at 
last under way," an unidentified Agricul 
ture Department historian wrote. "The aid 
would progress from the Increase to the reg 
ulation of production; from subsistence to 
commercial agriculture; from self-reliance-to 
considerable dependence on guidance by the 
Government; from the exploitation to .the 
conservation . of natural resources; from 
traditional guesswork to the application of 
practical scientific knowledge; from unco-' 
ordlnated individual activity to well-coor 
dinated group action through governmental 
aid."

HIT STAGGERING LEVELS
That appropriation of $1,000 Ellsworth 

got from Congress for agriculture was ail 
he got until 1842, when another $1,000 ap 
propriation was made. The next 2 years, 
Congress voted $2,000 a year for aid to 
farmers, boosted this to $3,000 in 1845 but 
skipped making an appropriation in 1846. 
Since 1847 there has been an appropriation 
for agriculture every year. In recent years, 
these appropriations have been more than 
a billion dollars annually, total Agriculture 
Department expenditures running nearly 
$2 billion a year.

• The Agriculture Department's .yearly ex 
penditures first hit these astronomically 
staggering levels in the last decade as It 
bought and sold surplus farm crops to sup 
port market prices, and as it expanded its. 
activities in the farm credit field. Money 
collected in the operation of these programs 
Is frequently poured back Into other De 
partment activities, raising total expendi 
tures sometimes to almost double the con 
gressional appropriations.

Agitation for the establishment of a Gov 
ernment agency for agriculture alone was 
generated in the late 1840's when the Patent 
Office became a part of the new Department 
of Interior.

SOUTHERNERS' ABSENCE HELPS 
In 1852, the gentleman farmers who had

sponsored the local agricultural societies met
In Washington in June and organized the.
United States Agricultural Society, which.
became the most powerful force urging the.
establishment of a Federal Department of
Agriculture.

A Department historian chronicles that
"the fact that the southern delegation no

longer sat In Congress naturally .facilitated 
the passage of the bill [creating the Depart 
ment in 1862] because their passion for State 
rights might well have defeated It."

Lincoln also signed other major legislation 
In 1862 which was to benefit American agri 
culture greatly. On May 20, he signed the 
homestead act apportioning freehold farms 
of 160 acres each from the public domain to 
citizens who would make homes on the land.

Then on July 2, that same year, Lincoln 
signed the land-grant college act, giving the 
States. 11 million acres of public lands which 
were used to provide the money to found 
most of our present-day agricultural col 
leges and keep them going.

When the Department was given Cabinet 
rank in 1899, It comprised divisions of sta 
tistics, entomology, chemistry, silk culture, 
botany, vegetable pathology, economic orni 
thology and mammalogy, microscopy, for 
estry, gardens, grounds and horticulture, 
seed, and pomology, plus the Bureau of Ani 
mal Industry and the Office of Experiment 
Stations.

FREE SEEDS HALTED IN 1923
Its major contact with the farmer, how 

ever, was through the seeds it supplied to 
Members of Congress to mail free to their 
constituents. Seed companies, who found 
the GWernment an almost stifling competi 
tor, waged a bitter battle .against the free- 
seed program for years, usually with the as 
sistance of the Agriculture Secretary, but it 
was not until 1923 that a halt was called.

Today, the Agriculture Department Is in 
almost daily contact with every farm home 
in the country. Its marketing news service 
supplies up-to-the-hour marketing news re 
ports .and prices.which are sent out to the 
Nation by radio, television, telegraph, tele 
type, telegram, telephone, and the malls. . 
- Its .Production and Marketing Administra 
tion is represented in every farming commu-^ 
nlty. Meat Inspectors of its Bureau of Ani 
mal Industry, entomologists, from Its Bureau 
of Entomology and Plant Quarantine, credit 
and grain experts from its Commodity Credit 
Corporation, tlmbermen' from the Forest 
Service, electricians .and communications 
specialists from the Rural Electrification Ad 
ministration, agronomists from the Soil Con 
servation Service, and marketing specialists 
from the farm-extension services provide 
part of the daily contact the Department hag 
with the American people.

FARM BOT BECOMES SECRETARY
Ezra Taft Benson, one of the 12 disciples 

of the Mormon Church, a farm boy who be 
came a marketing specialist and was later 
to head one of the biggest farm cooperative 
trade organizations, is the present Agrlcul-. 
ture Secretary. He draws the usual pay of a- 
Cabinet officer, $22,500 a year, and has a 
Government limousine at his service. .

Benson has an Assistant Secretary who 
draws $15,000 and three $12,200 men on his 
immediate staff. Most of his division chiefs 
are paid from $13,000 to $15,000 a year.

The agencies of the Department and-their, 
tasks follow:

The Agricultural Research Administration 
operates Department experiment stations, 
the Bureaus of Agricultural and Industrial 
Chemistry, Animal Industry, Dairy Industry, 
Entomology and Plant Quarantine, Human- 
Nutrition and Home Economics, and the Bu 
reau of Plant Industry, Soil and Agricultural 
Engineering. All agricultural research ex 
cept economic centers here. In addition, the 
Agricultural Research Administration ad 
ministers meat inspection, plant and animal 
disease prevention and control programs, and 
provides aid to homemakers.

CREDIT PROVIDED TO FARMERS
The Commodity Exchange Authority su 

pervises trading in farm commodities on the 
speculative markets; -

The Extension Service provides coopera- ; 
tlve educational services under which the 
Department and'the-State agricultural col

leges carry on educational programs on agri 
culture and homemaking in rural areas. 
OfThe Farm Credit Administration provides 
both short- and long-term credit.

Farmers Home Administration provides 
small farmers with credit to improve farro- 
Ing operations or to become farm owners. 
. Federal Crop Insurance Corporation de 
velops and administers crop-insurance pro 
grams.

Forest Service promotes conservation of 
forests, provides forest-fire prevention, and 
administers the national forests. 

. Production and Marketing Administration 
administers agricultural conservation, acre-' 
age allotment,-marketing quotas, price sup 
ports, school lunches, surplus disposal, and 
other.production and marketing programs. "

.. LENDING FOR ELECTRIFICATION
Commodity Credit Corporation provides 

funds for carrying out price support, foreign, 
supply, and .other commodity credit pro 
grams.

Rural Electrification Administration: A 
lending agency which provides funds for 
rural electric and telephone service.

Soil Conservation Service administers soil- 
conservation activities, Including drainage 
and flood-control programs.

Bureau of Agricultural Economics provides 
statistics on all phases of farm life and does 
economic research and forecasting.

Office of Foreign Agricultural Relations 
acquires, compiles, and interprets informa 
tion on foreign agriculture, and represents 
the Secretary in international conferences on 
wheat agreements and similar pacts.

-On January 22, Benson announced plans 
for a major overhauling of the Department, 
which he said had "swollen into a huge bu 
reaucracy of 20 agencies and bureaus In the 
last 20 years."
' "This action will make possible a closer 

coordination of related activities," Benson 
said. "What we intend is a gradual stream 
lining 'Of the Department's services in the 
interest of economy and greater efficiency."

LUMPS ALL INTO FOUR BIG GROUPS
' Benson lumped all the agencies and bu 

reaus into four major groups headed by 
single administrators, as follows:. '..

Commodity Marketing and Adjustment 
Group: Commodity Credit Corporation, 
Commodity Exchange . Authority, Federal. 
Crop Insurance Corporation, and Production' 
and Marketing Administration (except agri 
cultural conservation programs branch).

Agricultural Credit .Group: Farm Credit 
Administration, Farmers' Home Administra 
tion, and Rural Electrification Administra 
tion.

Research, Extension, and Land-Use Group: 
Agricultural Research Administration, Bu 
reau of Agricultural. Economics, Extension 
Service, Forest Service, Office of Foreign 
Agricultural Relations, Soil Conservation 
Service, and agricultural conservation • pro-' 
grams branch (transferred from PMA).

Departmental Administration Group: 
Hearing examiners, library, Office of Budget 
and Finance, Office of Information, Office of 
Personnel, and Office of Plant and Opera 
tions.

Title to Submerged Lands

EXTENSION OP REMARKS
OF

HON. CHARLES A. WOLVERTON
" OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE-OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, March 30, 1953

Mr: WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, the 
question that Is presented in the legis 
lation now before -the House—H. B-"
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4198—Is one that has created great In 
terest since the Supreme Court of the 
United States rendered its recent de 
cision.

The purpose of the legislation is to 
confirm and establish the titles of the 
States- to -lands beneath navigable 
waters within State boundaries and to 
the natural resources within such lands 
and waters, and to provide for the use 
and control of said lands and resources 
and the resources of the outer Conti 
nental Shelf.

Similar legislation has been before the 
Congress several times during the last 
lew years. It has passed the Congress 
on two previous occasions but was vetoed 
by President Truman. The question is 
again before the "Congress. It was an 
issue in the last election and the prin 
ciples contained in the present bill were 
supported by the Republican candidate 
In that election \vho is now the President 
of the United States. Thus, it might be 
said that the people have voted affirma 
tively on the subject. However, while in 
some States it could be said that the peo 
ple of such States did definitely support, 
General Elsenhower because of his favor-' 
able stand on the matter, yet it might 
be considered a bit overdrawn to say that 
it in itself determined his election. But 
in any event it must be admitted that it; 
was one of the outstanding issues that 
had a very direct effect on the voting. - ;

Unfortunately, there are many collat 
eral considerations that enter into the 
determination of the matter at this time. 
An illustration of this is the persistence 
with which advocates of school aid look 
upon Government ownership of -the dis-" 
puted submerged lands as a distinct aid; 
to our schools. There is no one who' 
will deny that the need for such aid' 
exists, but there is nothing inherent in, 
ownership by the Federal Government 
that makes it definite or any more cer 
tain that such 'aid to schools will -follow 
Federal ownership. In fact, there has" 
been little if'anything in recent happen-; 
ings to justify or. even encourage the; 
thought. On the contrary, there is noth-> 
ing that would preclude our several 
States from granting similar aid to> 
schools within their boundaries if title 
to the disputed lands was placed in them, 
as this, legislation contemplates. In; 
fact, as the support of schools has been! 
historically an obligation of our State! 
governments there is much more likeli 
hood that such lands in State owner 
ship could and would be more likely to 
provide aid to our needy schools. :•.

It has been contended with much sin-- 
cerity that as the United States Supreme' 
Court has decided that the submerged, 
lands bounding our several States and' 
the natural resources incident to them 
belong to the Federal Government, then 
that decision should settle the matter 
once and for all. It is my opinion that: 
while such a viewpoint is generally 
sound, yet it does not, and should not. 
Preclude the Representatives in Congress 
legislating on the subject. Thus, there! 
is no doubt whatsoever in my mind that- 
the Congress has the right to legislate,: 
on the subject now before us. This is 
Particularly true when it is considered' 
that all through our history as a nation" 
it has been generally believed and cori--'

sidered that the title to the submerged 
lands within .the recognized interna-: 
tional lines of our coastal States, as well 
as those beneath "the inland waters of 
any State, were owned by the respective 
States. Until the recent decisions of 
our Supreme Court in the cases of Cali 
fornia, Louisiana, and Texas, the own 
ership in the several States had been 
generally accepted, acknowledged, and 
observed. The right of States to con 
sider such lands as their own to dispose 
of, regulate, and control, has never been 
questioned. The fact that this general 
acceptance of State ownership has pre 
vailed since we became a nation lends 
strength to the argument that it is 
neither right nor just at this late day to 
change what has become established by 
usage and acceptance through more 
than a century and a half of time. If 
there is anything, the very nature of 
things requires to be permanent, it is- 
title to land. Security in title is funda 
mental .to sound government.

Unfortunately, advocates of Federal 
ownership have sought to gain by across' 
misstatement of the fundamental 'prin 
ciples that underlie the question at issue. 
In this way it has been made to appear 
that the present legislation is an effort 
to rob the people of our Nation of valu 
able lands for the benefit of a few oil 
companies. This is so far from the truth 
that it seems unbelievable that thought--, 
f ul people could be misled..

Never until the recent decisions of the 
Supreme Court has any question ever 
been raised as to the title of the several 
States in the submerged lands that come 
within the provisions of this legislation^. 
Does it mean nothing that through all 
the years of our history it was conceded, 
by all in authority, as well as those: 
trained in the law, that title was in the- 
States and not-in the Federal Govern 
ment? Through all of these years the 
States have treated such lands as their, 
own. Grants have been made, leases ex 
ecuted, licenses and permits entered into 
whereby individuals have been given the; 
right to use and enjoy such property in 
the respective States in the manner and 
to the extent determined by each State.; 
The Federal Government has never dur 
ing all such time ever objected to, or,, 
raised any question or doubt as to the' 
full right of the several States to deal* 
with such lands as owner. Thus, would 
it not seem that this long period of-ac-- 
quiescence is clear acknowledgment upon 
the part of the Federal Government that' 
it did not possess ownership rights in the 
lands and that the States did have such: 
rights? Thus, the legislation in question; 
in effect is doing nothing more than to, 
establish in the people of the several 
States their. rights in submerged lands, 
within the territorial limits of their re-1 
spective States. It is taking nothing; 
from the people. It merely confirms the' 
right of the people of the several States- 
to their own lands.

In the past, as in the present, the sup- 
port for the adoption of legislation, simT . 
ilar to that now pending before the Con- 1 
gress, has been so general and from so 
many varied organizations, that it might 
be said that it was almost unanimous/ 
As an indication of this unanimity of- 
oplnion upon the part of" national' 
groups, I mention the following 'organ-'

izations In favor of- the legislation: the 
Council of State Governments, the Gov 
ernors Conference, National Association 
of Public Land Officials, National Asso 
ciation of County Officials, National Con 
ference of Mayors, American Association 
of Port Authorities, the American Bar 
Association, American Title Association. 
United States Chamber of Commerce, 
United States Junior Chamber of Com 
merce, National Water Conservation As 
sociation, American Municipal Associa 
tion, National Institute of Municipal Law 
Officers.

In conclusion, it Is my careful and 
studied opinion that it is necessary and 
appropriate under existing conditions 
that leave title to submerged lands in a 
state of uncertainty as a result of the 
Supreme Court decisions of recent date, 
to adopt legislation that will declare: •

First. The people of the several States 
own all lands beneath navigable waters 
within the historical boundaries of their 
respective States, subject only to the 
Federal powers of regulation and control 
for.the purposes of commerce, naviga 
tion, national, defense and international 
affairs. ' • . •'

Second. Federal governmental powers 
or so-called paramount rights shall 
never be asserted or exercised in-such 
manner as to take ownership or rights 
of ownership away from the people of 
the several States or from individuals 
without due process of law. . -

By the acceptance of the above princi 
ples, based upon legal principles well es 
tablished, the rights of our people in the 
several States are thereby safeguarded 
for the common good. The use'that 
shall be made of the lands and the dis 
tribution of the revenues arising there 
from,, for education or otherwise, is 
thereby continued under .the control of 
our State governments as it has been, 
throughout our entire history as a na 
tion. ...

Justke for Poland

' EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF

HON. LEVERETT SALTONSTALL
OP MASSACHUSETTS

IN THE' SENATE OP THE DOTTED STATES
Wednesday, April 1,1953 \

Mr, SALTONSTALL. Mr. President; 
I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the Appendix of the RECORD an ad 
dress on the subject Justice for Poland, 
delivered by Hon. Christian Herter, Gov 
ernor of Massachusetts.

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as-follows:

JUSTICE FOR POLAND
(Address by Hon. Christian Herter. Governor 

of Massachusetts)
Thank you very much for your kind words 

of introduction.. .
1 also want to express my heartfelt thanka 

to the Polish American Congress for giv 
ing me the privilege of addressing you' 
through .the medium of thin radio program.

We have a new administration In Wash 
ington. ...

This administration Is headed by a marx 
•who has labored brilliantly and productively
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Maligning the McCarran-Walter Act

EXTENSION OP REMARKS 
OP

HON. LOUIS E. GRAHAM
OP PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 1,1953

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, under 
leave to extend my remarks, I wish to 
introduce into the RECORD an editorial 
which appeared on March 25, 1953, in 
the Passaic (N. J.) Herald News:

MALIGNING THE MCCARBAN-WALTEB ACT
Eben Takamlne, of Ridgewood, president 

of the Clifton laboratories which bear his 
Illustrious father's name, became an Ameri 
can citizen last week, a privilege denied to 
him for most of his 63 years.

His mother was an American, the daugh 
ter of Col. Eben Hitch, of New Orleans, a 
southern officer In the Civil War. His father 
was Dr. Joklchl Takamlne, the great Jap 
anese-American scientist who discovered the 
life-saving drug, adrenalin, and the chemical 
Industry's starch-dlgestant, takadiastase. 
The elder Takamine was once described by 
Dr. John H. Flnley. then editor of the New 
York Times, as "the Interpreter of Japan's 
gratitude to the United States." The pall 
bearers at Dr. Takamine's funeral In St. Pat 
rick's Cathedral on July 25, 1922, were some 
of the greatest Americans of that decade. 

. Eben Takamlne was born In Tokyo, when 
his father was showing the Japanese how 
to make artificial fertilizer from phosphate 
rock. His parents returned to the States 
when he was 1 year old. Had he been born 
In Passaic, where his father lived for many 
years, he would have acquired American cit 
izenship automatically. But .the accident of 
birth In Tokyo made him Ineligible for nat 
uralization under the oriental exclusion acts 
of the 1880's. The McCarran-Walter Immi 
gration Act. which went into effect on Christ 
mas Eve, 1952, opened the door for him and 
for others. He was the first Japanese nation 
al to become a citizen in New Jersey.

Before the McCarran-Walter Act was 
passed, a Senate subcommittee held lengthy 
hearings and a staff of experts spent 3 
years studying and codifying our Immi 
gration laws. The only opposition expressed 
during the hearings came from two organi 
zations listed as subversive by Federal agen 
cies. The Dally Worker, the Communist 
Party organ, attacked the bill because it pro 
vided means of screening out Red spies, sabo 
teurs and troublemakers.

When the House passed the bill, 208 to 
68, leftist-liberal "molders of opinion"— 
commentators, actors, and fellow-travelers— 
began screaming for a Presidential veto and 
urging support for the Humphrey-Lehman 
substitute. The Humphrey-Lehman bill 
would have opened the floodgates to prac 
tically unrestricted Immigration, scrapping 
the national origins quota system. The 
McCarran bill retained that system but Its 
use of the year 1920 as a computation base 
was criticized because It did not reflect pres 
ent day percentages. President Truman ve 
toed the bill. Congress repassed It over the 
veto.

Some weeks ago there was a vivid demon 
stration of the way television—so useful as 
an educational medium when properly em 
ployed—can be misused.

It happened during a presentation of the 
Columbia network's See It Now program over 
channel two. The narrator, Edward R. Mur- 
row, had presented an excellent half-hour 
show, which included Enrico Fermi and other 
nuclear physicists who built Chicago Uni 
versity's atomic pile when groups of scien 
tists were trying to build the A-bomb. It 
was factual stuff, vivid and convincing.

Signing off in his dead-serious way, Mr. Mur- 
row reminded his viewers that the :Chicago 
experimentation happened 10 years ago. 
"Were it today," he said, "with the McCar 
ran-Walter Act in effect, Dr. Fermi might not 
have been able to come to the United States 
<b collaborate In that great effort."

Mr. Murrow knows, or should know, that 
what he said was not true. The McCarran- 
Walter Act does not keep professors out of 
the United States (unless they happen to 
be Communists). The law makes it easier 
for professors and for all persons with special 
skills to be admitted. The first half of every 
nation's quota of Immigrants Is reserved for 
desirable immigrants like Enrico Fermi— 
skilled technicians, teachers, farmers, and 
others readily assimilable into our society. 
No longer is it necessary for a professor to 
get a temporary entry permit. Now he can 
get a permanent visa.

Mr. Murrow should know this. If he 
doesn't, he shouldn't be Columbia's oracle 
for the millions.

Communism in Italy

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. PETER W. RODINO, JR.
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OP REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 1,1953

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, Premier 
de Gasperi is to be commended for the 
telling blow his Government has dealt to 
Communist hopes for a victory in the 
coming national elections in Italy. Fully 
cognizant of the crisis which would be 
created by a stalemate in the next elec 
tion, the De Gasperi government has 
taken the bull by the horns and changed 
the electoral law despite the threats and 
sound and fury by the Communists.

Under leave to extend my remarks, I 
include herein an editorial which ap 
peared in the Newark Star-Ledger of 
March 31 lauding the action of the De 
Gasperi government:

HABD-HrrriNa ACTION
The De Gasperi government of Italy has 

succeeded In hitting Communist power the 
heaviest blow it has suffered in any Euro 
pean country since the end of the war with 
Nazi Germany.

The Italian Government has struck hard 
at the source of much of Communist power 
In Italy. By changing the electoral law, the 
Government has deprived the Communists of 
the hope of creating a stalemate in the next 
election.

Communist power In Italy, as in France, 
had fed largely on the ability of the Com 
munists to create confusion, to frighten op 
ponents, and intimidate non-Communist 
masses, and to create the Impression that the 
Communists represent the "wave of the fu 
ture."

Now, with the new electoral law, the Gov 
ernment is assured of a substantial work- 
Ing majority in Parliament if it can succeed 
in obtaining more than 50 percent of the 
popular vote. The power of a minority to 
throw the Government Into frustrating dead 
lock has been definitely curtailed.

The De Gasperi government has shown 
commendable vigor in combating Commu 
nist violence and intimidation. If it can 
manage to be equally fruitful In solving some 
of Italy's economic problems, it will reduce 
Communist Influence in Italy to a minimum. 
There is no reason to believe the Italian 
people tend to acceptance of Communist af 
filiation when not driven to it.

Submerged Lands Bill

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF

HON. DOUGLAS R. STRINGFELLOW
OP UTAH

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 1,1953

Mr. STRINGFELLOW. Mr. Speaker, 
upon assuming office in January of this 
year, I was immediately confronted with 
many letters and personal inquiries as to 
what my views and opinions were in con 
nection with the controversial tidelands 
oil issue. To all of these inquisitors my 
reply has been the same: I have not as 
yet made up my mind. I want time to 
investigate and weigh all the arguments 
and issues on both sides. Like a jury, 
I want to have all the facts before me 
before rendering my verdict.

For the past 3 months I have carefully 
and methodically studied this question of 
whether the Federal Government or the 
States involved should own these sub 
merged coastal lands out to the States' 
historical seaward boundaries.

Now, however, the time has arrived to 
speak out and make my views known. 
For the past 3 days in the House of 
Representatives some of the most able 
legal minds in our country have given 
voice to their views as to where the 
ownership of these offshore lands should 
be vested. It is now time to stand up and 
be counted. And it is with deep humility 
and sincerity that I choose to cast my 
vote for State ownership of these lands.

The decision has not been an easy one 
to reach because the issue has been so 
clouded with irrelevant arguments, mis 
nomers, half-truths, and deliberate lies.

For instance, the tidelands, that area 
of the shore washed by the ebb and flow 
of the tides, is really not involved in this 
dispute at all. The Federal Government 
fully recognizes that the States have full 
and perfect title to these tidelands, but 
the real dispute exists over that area 
from low tide out to the 3-mile limit or, 
in the case of Texas and west Florida, 
out 3 marine leagues or approximately 
1014 miles. Likewise, the falsehood has 
been widely spread that the big oil com 
panies are behind the drive for State 
ownership. In reality it does not mat 
ter to the oil producers one iota whether 
their leases for exploration or develop 
ment of offshore oil deposits are made 
with the Federal or State Governments 
because in the end the costs of leasing 
this property will be exactly the same, 
regardless of where ownership is finally 
placed.

False arguments have also been ad 
vanced that if these lands are given to 
the States then our national defense 
will be jeopardized. Of course nothing 
could be further from the truth because 
practically all of the oil and fuel being 
used by the Defense Department is pres 
ently being furnished by domestic State 
producers and in case of a national emer 
gency, just as during World War II, the 
entire oil production could be mobilized 
for national defense.

Another fabrication advanced by those 
lobbying for Federal ownership is that 
the Supreme Court has not held that the
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States owned these lands. The truth of 
the taatter is that State ownership of 
these submerged lands has been approved 
by the United States Supreme Court on 
53 occasions and by lower Federal and 
State courts 244 times prior to the Cal 
ifornia decision.

Still other false arguments for Federal 
ownership is that the oil is needed for 
educational purposes, that affirming 
State ownership of these lands would be 
a gift or a big steal, and that only Re 
publicans are sponsoring this legislation. 
The educational provision has been in 
troduced into this controversy in the hope 
.of arousing support of the country's edu 
cators. However, the amendment pro 
posed by Senator HILL to S. 107, a bill 
introduced in this connection would only 
make funds available for educational 
purposes if and when the need for na- 
tional defense purposes no longer exist. 
Also, even if all the revenue received 
ffrom present offshore oil. production 
•were diverted to educational purposes, 
4t would provide each year only-about 
37 cents for each school child in the 
United States.

There is no gift or steal involved in 
affirming the States rights to property 
which .has from time immemorial been 
regarded as belonging .to the States con 
cerned. • Democrats have been as actively 
'supporting legislation in favor of State 
ownership of offshore oil deposits as have 
'the Republican Party. The voting recj- 
brd in the Congress sihce'1946 will bear 
out and prove this fact.

My decision in voting for State owner 
ship of the lands in question has been 
tempered and controlled by many consid 
erations. In this brief statement I can 
only outline and enumerate a few of the 
reasons which have guided my thinking 
in arriving at this conclusion.

First. As a Representative of the State 
of Utah, I have considered the views, 
judgment, and desires of the people of 
my district who have in their letters and 
conversations conveyed to me the im 
pression that the majority of the people 
favor State rather than Federal owner 
ship of these lands.

Second. I believe State ownership can 
be founded upon right, equity, and jus 
tice and that any other course would 
illegally divest title from the States and 
leaseholders who have held and claimed 
title to this property from the time when 
these coastal States were admitted to the 
"Union and even preceding these dates.

There was no question in anyone's 
mind but what the title to this land was 
invested in'the States until 1936 when 
the'Secretary of the Interior reversed all 
previous court decisions and legal opin 
ions, including his own, to hold that 
these lands and newly discovered oil 
thereon should belong to the Federal 
Government. A few years later a New 
Deal Supreme Court affirmed Secretary 
Ickes' Federal land grab of these State 
lands. I believe the decisions of the Su 
preme Court in the California, Texas, 
and 'Louisiana cases were patently 
wrong. I do not deny the power of the 
Court to render such an opinion, but I 
flrmly believe that it is time for the 
legislative branch to correct this situa 
tion and reaffirm the States title to these 
lands. . . .....

Third. Affirming the States rights to 
these lands is in accord with constitu 
tional government and is in keeping with 
the intents of our Founding Fathers who 
saw the wisdom in including in article X 
of the Constitution the following state 
ment:

The powers not delegated to the United 
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited 
by it to the States, are reserved to the States 
respectively, or to the people.

Fourth. A vote for State ownership 
will prevent the trend, toward socializa 
tion and control of our industries which 
has been increasing for the past 20 years. 
A vote for Federal ownership would con- 
;tinue to increase the power of the Fed-
•eral Government at the expense of the 
States, and .might well establish a pat 
tern and trend toward even greater Fed 
eral ownership and control over purely
•local and State matters.

Fifth. The President, his Cabinet, and 
!the majority . of Congress, including 
Democrats and Republicans alike, have 
all seen the wisdom and. fairness iii af 
firming State ownership. We have al.- 
ways recognized that Government must 
.be based upon the will and expression of 
the majority. The people of the United 
.States have also expressed their views on 
.this issue.by electing a .majority, of Rer 
publicans to office on a platform conr 
Gaining a plank for States rights to these 
^offshore oil deposits. 
. Sixth. The settlement of the offshore 
submerged lands dispute in favor of 
State ownership is only one phase of the 
revaluation of the entire Federal land 
ownership.problem. At the present time 
over 50 percent of the land area in the 
11 Western States is owned by the Fed 
eral Government. In Utah the problem 
is really more acute in that approxi 
mately 73 percent of all land in the State 
is controlled by one Federal agency or 
.another. The future growth of the West, 
and particularly Utah, is dependent on 
the development of our natural re- 
.sources. I sincerely believe State own 
ership will aid Utah and the inhabitants 
thereof in eventually obtaining title to 
more of the public domain in Utah. For 
.the sake of consistency I could not argue 
for Federal ownership of these offshore 
lands and still try to achieve our objec 
tive of returning at least part of thie 
public domain in Utah to control of the 
State and private citizens thereof.

Seventh. The State governments can 
more economically explore and develop 
these oil deposits, and benefits in turn 
will accrue to all States. It is a known 
fact that few, if any, Federal bureaus 
ever operate at a profit, and we have 
no reason to believe Federal ownership 
and administration of these off-shore 
lands would be any exception.

Eighth. The arguments advanced by 
the proponents of Federal ownership is 
the same thinly veiled argument ad 
vanced by socialistic and communistic 
land reformers in Russia and other to 
talitarian countries—rthat the land be 
longs to all the people and, consequently, 
everyone should, share in its exploita 
tion. These "share. the wealth" plans 
are as old as Adam and no amount of 
argument will ever justify this seizure 
of State or private lands by the Federal 
Government as long as we have free and

.enlightened-people who believe in con 
stitutional government.

Ninth. State ownership will not in any 
way interfere with the national sover 
eignty of the United States in providing 
police power or naval protection to the 
.shores of our country, nor will it in
•any. way interfere with Federal regula 
tion of navigation on this portion- of the 
coastline. Article I, section 8 of the Con 
stitution clearly empowers the Federal 
Government to regulate commerce and 
to provide and maintain a Navy and to 
make rules and regulations pertaining 
thereto, so these vital functions will not 
in any way be jeopardized.

Tenth. In conclusion, long hours of 
research, deliberation, and meditation 
have convinced me that I must vote for 
.affirmation of State ownership of the off 
shore lands out to State historical bound 
aries because it is fundamentally and 
basically correct. There is no other
•course which in good conscience-I can 
;pursue and still serve the people of the
•State of Utah, and uphold the Constitu 
tion of the United States, which I, as a 
Congressman, have sworn to defend.
•There is no substitute for justice and
•right. And I sincerely believe' that any
•other course would subvert the best inr 
'terests of both country and our indi- 
;vidual citizens to the will of .the minority.

A Word About Adlai E, Stevenson

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. OTTO E. PASSMAN
OP LOUISIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, April 1. 1953
. Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, under 
Jeave to extend my remarks in the REC 
ORD, I include the following excerpt 
from What Do the Democrats Do Now? 
by John Fischer in Harper's magazine 
of March 1953:

A WORD ABOUT ADLAI E. STEVENSON
The touchy relationship with Congress 

may ease a little when one large group of 
southerners discovers that Stevenson's views 
are much closer to their own than they had 
-ever Imagined..

In many respects he is a genuine conserva 
tive.' This fact never emerged very clearly 
during -the campaign, because it was im 
possible for Stevenson to disentangle him 
self, from the Truman administration and 
its record; because a few members of Amer 
icans, for Democratic Action—the so-called 
New Dealers in exile—joined his staff; and 
because the opposition press naturally tried 
to paint him as a dangerous radical. The 
truth is that when he talks about economy, 
he really means it. He believes in States' 
rights Just as profoundly as Thomas Jeffer- 
.son. His Instinctive attitude towa<t organ 
ized labor probably Is closer to that of the 
Democratic Congressmen than to Walter 
Reuther's.

The two new ideas which he tried to inject 
Into the campaign got little notice—perhaps 
because they sounded so strange on the lips 
of a Democratic candidate. One of them 
was a demand for a sharp reversal of the 
drift toward centralized power In Washing 
ton; The otner was a plan for reconclllar 
tion between Government and the business 
community.

He spoke in deadly earnest when he told 
a-startled crowd In Reading, Pa., that he
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had been .a corporation lawyer much of his 
life and "never had to wrestle with my con- 

. science." He repudiated the ancient. po 
litical trick of picturing businessmen as 
'malefactors of great wealth, with water In 
their stock and monopoly In their eye—and 
he added that "we must sweep out of the 
corridors of Government * • • those linger 
ing suspicions which are a holdover from 
an earlier and very different time."

Recognition of Civil Defense Needs

EXTENSION OP REMARKS 
OP

HON. JAMES T. PATTERSON
OP CONNECTICUT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 1,1953

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
have been commended by Gen. William 
Hesketh, director, Connecticut Office of 
Civil Defense, for bringing to public at 
tention the apathy in our preparations 
for protection of the civilian population.

Volunteer workers in .the civil-defense 
program are accomplishing a tremen 
dous amount of good for our Nation by 
their efforts, but their numbers are yet 
too small to be truly effective. Most 
local and State constituted civil-defense 
offices are also working diligently to alert 
our citizens to the dangers of neglect 
in preparation for enemy attack.- Con 
necticut is fortunate to -be endowed with 
capable people in this regard.

I hope that other Members of Congress 
will realize the public-education job 
which must be done to bring our civil- 
defense program up to a standard which 
affords some degree of protection against 
an aggressor. We must speak out, and 
supplement our words with deeds by fur 
nishing the funds necessary for this pur 
pose.

The letter follows:
MARCH 30, 1953.

Representative JAMES T. PATTEBSON, 
House Office Building,

Washington, D. C.
DEAR CONGRESSMAN PATTERSON: I have 

noted with Interest and appreciation your 
recent statement warning that some Con 
necticut counties do not have enough volun 
teers to man Ground Observer Corps posts.

Your statement, and also your timely 
warning against complacency In the civil- 
defense effort, appeared In several State 
newspapers In the last few days.

At the present time the Ground Observer 
Corps in Connecticut Is not a part of the 
State civil-defense office. We have, however, 
proposed a bill In the current legislature 
which will Integrate these forces into the 
overall program If passed by the general 
assembly.

Your appeal for civilian cooperation In the 
civil-defense effort soon after viewing the 
atomic-bomb tests in Nevada comes at a 
very appropriate time.

It is a difficult problem to overcome the 
nationwide apathy that apparently exists 
In the defense effort. It certainly helps, 
however, when a member of the Atomic 
Energy Commission and Armed Services 
Committee speaks out so aggressively in 
favor of it.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM HESKETH, 

Director, Office of Civil Dejense.

Submerged Lands Bill

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. ROBERT L. CONDON
OP CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, March 30, 1953

Mr. CONDON. Mr. Speaker, the un 
timely death of my father-in-law neces 
sitates my absence from the vote on the 
so-called tidelands oil bill. Inasmuch as 
the position I plan to take by leaving a 
live pair is contrary to the position of 
.most of my colleagues from California, 
and of the State of California, a'respect 
for their judgment compels me to state 
briefly the reason for my stand. 

- The Supreme Court has held that the 
Federal interest in the submerged oil 
lands is paramount to that of the bor 
dering States. Although there is a tech 
nical difference between a paramount 
interest and title to the land, for prac 
tical purposes it seems to me the Federal 
Government has been declared as the 
owner of the submerged lands to the his 
torical boundaries. I disapprove greatly 
of the growing movement of giving to 
the States or to private interests the 
rights and control over our tremendously 
important public domain. If the Con 
gress can make a gift of the submerged 
lands, I see no reason why they cannot 
give away the mineral and oil right to 
the States or private interests under all 
of the public lands of the United-States. 
This I oppose.

In the second place,- oil is the most 
important sinew of war in a world which 
is threatened with a global world war III. 
As a soldier in World War II, I saw a 
military nation crumble for lack of oil. 
Obviously, in the next war we have no 
assurances of receiving imports of oil 
from 'the Near East, and even our pos 
sibility of obtaining oil in South America 
would seem vulnerable^ Accordingly, I 
strongly believe that the Federal Govern 
ment should have under strict control 
the oil deposits presently under its 
dominion.

Finally, I think there are greater prob 
lems of international conflicts which may 
be engendered if an attempt is made to 
stretch the States' taxing power to the 
'end of the Continental Shelf. I think 
retaliation by other governments would 
certainly jeopardize substantial fishing 
interests, and perhaps have consequences 
that the proponents of the States' posi 
tion have failed to realize.

Senator Lehman's Birthday

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. SIDNEY A. FINE
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 1,1953

Mr. FINE. Mr. Speaker, on March 28, 
Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN reached his 
75th birthday, and I would like to take 
•this opportunity to insert in the RECORD. 
an editorial in the New York Times of

that date extending him good wishes and 
giving, in brief; the splendid record and 
achievements of our junior Senator from 
New York. The editorial follows: 

SENATOR LEHMAN'S BIRTHDAY 
HERBERT H. LEHMAN, who reaches his 75th 

birthday today, has had three careers; one 
In private business, which he relinquished 
a quarter of a century ago; one in philan 
thropic enterprises, which goes back to the 
early days of his youth; one In public service, 
.during which he has been successively Lieu 
tenant Governor and Governor of the State 
'of New York, a dlrector'of relief and rehabili 
tation for the State Department, Difector-

•' General of the United Nations Relief and Re 
habilitation Administration, and United 
States Senator. . .

•. To all that he has done he brought a keen 
.Intelligence, a humane spirit and an urgent 
sense of responsibility. He has been a 
politician in the sense that be has voted and 
acted as a Democrat, and in his. ability to be 
elected and reelected, but his public career 
dignifies an abused word. There was little 
artfulness In his four campaigns for the 
governorship or in his campaigns for the 
Senate. All he had to do was to present his 
record, his plans, and his hopes in the quiet 
and persuasive manner natural to him. He 
inspires trust. One may disagree with some 
of his views but never with his principles. 
When these are Involved he will break with

•party, as he did when he opposed the Roose 
velt Supreme Court plan.

His senatorial term has nearly 4 years 
to run. It is a pleasure to note that his
.health and energy are .unimpaired. He is 
needed where he is, and good wishes for him

.are good wishes for his constituents and bis 
country. •*

Mr. Speaker, Senator LEHMAN .has 
identified himself with every worthy 
.cause brought to his attention during 
his incumbency as Lieutenant Governor, 
Governor, and Senator from, our "great 
State of New York. As Frank Kingdon 
so well stated in the New York Post:

As Lieutenant Governor, Governor, and 
United States Senator, he has so identified 
himself with the moving currents reshaping 
our society Into a socially conscious modern 
state that many of us find part of our own 
Identification In his thought and action. The 
ageless gifts of courage, Independence, con 
scientiousness and intellectual adventurous- 
ness are his, with the result that there Is 
.no age barrier, in our appreciation of him. 
He has the wisdom of years but it shines 
with anticipation of tomorrow's dawn.

We do not have to tell each other that 
HERBERT LEHMAN Is a superb public servant. 
We all know it. Nevertheless we repeat It. 

.We repeat It because when we speak of great 
.and famous men we stir in ourselves the 
memories and moods that quicken us to 
nobler citizenship in ourselves.

Mr. Speaker, may he remain with us 
very many years to continue his selfless, 
conscientious, and humanitarian work 
for peoples of all creeds and nations.

Submerged Lands Bill

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. JOHN E. MOSS, JR.
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, March 30, 1953

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, as a Cali- 
f ornian who represents some 400,000 citi-
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outstanding, and we all hope for him 
many years-of happiness and success in 
the future. I am happy to include the 
following citation which accompanied 
the awarding of the degree:

GEORGE A. SMATHERS •
A leader of Florida who 'has served his 

State and Nation with great distinction; a 
loyal member of the church with a deep and 
abiding Interest In the welfare of his fellow 
man; a graduate of our University of Florida 
who has been a member of the State bar 
since 1938, having interrupted his career to 
serve with the United States Marine Corps 
In World War II, advancing from the rank 
of lieutenant to that of major, later serving 
as assistant to the Attorney General for the 
prosecution of war fraud cases; a Member of 
the 80th and 81st Congresses, representing 
the Fourth Florida District, and during • 
which years his statesmanship won national 
acclaim; presently the Junior Florida Sena 
tor In the Senate of the United States, where 
his leadership qualities have ever been In 
evidence; a leader of Florida with courage, 
foresight, loyalty, and the practice of high 
principles in all of his dally affairs.

For all of these, and many other accom-. 
pllshments, Florida Southern College Is 
proud to confer upon the Hon. GEORGE A. 
SMATHERS the degree of doctor of laws.

Submerged Lands Bill

EXTENSION OP REMARKS
.OF

HON. LOUIS B. HELLER
OF NEW YORK

• IN THE HOUSE'OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, March 30, 1953

Mr. HELLER.. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
voice my opposiiton to the bill under dis 
cussion—H. R. 4198—the so-called sub 
merged lands bill, which establishes title 
in the. States to the lands and the re 
sources therein beneath the coastal navi 
gable waters. The aim and purpose of 
this bill is contrary to the philosophy 
that property held in trust shall be man 
aged and controlled for'the benefit-of 
those for whom the trust has been cre 
ated, namely, the American people.

In recent years the United States Su 
preme Court has handed down three de 
cisions declaring that the Federal Gov 
ernment has paramount right and sov 
ereignty over the submerged lands and 
their resources along the coasts of the 
United States. First, it was in 1947 in 
the case of California; then in 1950 in 
the cases of Louisiana'and Texas. The 
undeniable implication contained In all 
three decisions is that the jurisdiction 
over these lands and the title to them 
and their resources are vested under in 
ternational law in the whole people of 
the United States.

Several attempts were made to defy 
the Supreme Court's decisions, which are 
based 'on legal precedent. Twice the 
Congress sought to reverse the Supreme 
Court on a basic question of interna 
tional law, and twice' President Truman 
vetoed the so-called quitclaim bill to 
hand over the offshore oil lands to the 
States. Now we have a similar proposal 
under consideration which seeks to make 

. an outright gift of our offshore oil 
resources to 3 or 4 States. . ' '

. We cannot divest the citizens of this 
country of their rights and controls over 
the resources of this Nation. What is in 
the interests and for the benefit of the 
whole people cannot be taken away 
from them and given to a few States 
where only a relatively few individuals 
will profit at the expense of the entire 
Nation. The deprivation by the Con 
gress of the rights of all American citi 
zens, which rights in this instance are 
worth many billions of dollars, is con 
trary to the principles laid down in our 
Constitution and inconsistent with the 
principles of the law of nature of a well 

.ordered society.
By handing over this rich offshore oil 

property to a few. States, the present 
Congress will go down in American his 
tory as having committed a great dis 
service to the American people and set 
ting a dangerous precedent for the 
future. In so doing, we shall lay the 
foundation for the inland States to sim 
ilarly grab title to all reserved minerals, 
valuable national properties, and other 
natural resources which are now held 
in trust for all the people by our Federal 
Government. '

It is well .worth keeping in mind that 
if the current movement, instigated by 
the oil lobby, should eventually prove 
to be successful and the resources of the 
submerged lands are ceded to the 
States—actually, it means to private oil 
companies in' those States—it will en 
courage other groups who are waiting 
to move in on the public domain for 
their- personal enrichment. There are 
those who want the Federal grazing 
lands put under ; State control, others 
seek State control .over our national for 
ests, and still others cannot understand 
why Federal lands containing valuable 
mineral resources are not given to the 
States. The argument that these graz 
ing lands, the national forests and the 
mineral'resources under public domain 
never belonged to the States, holds true 
also in the case of offshore oil resources 
which never belonged to the States. 
Consequently, there is no logic to the 
claim that they be returned to the States.

I am unalterably opposed to this bill 
because, in my opinion, it constitutes a 
most fantastic conspiracy to deprive the 
American people of its natural resources 
and .natural wealth, which are an in 
tegral part of the national heritage-of 
this Nation "just as are its Constitution 
and form, of government, its belief in 
freedom and its way of life. The people, 
the land, the government—they are all 
one and inseparable, they are the United 
States. \

The Nation as a whole is in a much 
better position to exploit and utilize most 
beneficially the resources along and un 
der our coastal waters. For one thing, 
these resources are needed for defense 
purposes and should be conserved as 
much-as possible, instead of being wasted 
as would be the case under State control: 
If, in the event of a new world conflagra 
tion, we should suddenly discover that 
we were cut off from the oil of the Mid 
dle East or of the - Caribbean area, or 
both, we would then be forced: to fall back 
upon our own oil resources, in this case 
primarily the emergency reserves from 
our offshore lands. It is therefore im

perative that some of this oil production 
be kept in reserve for just such an erner-; 
gency.

Another major reason for Federal con 
trol is the proposal to devote the income 
from offshore oil, reputed to be worth 
upward of $40 billion, for purposes of 
education, for the construction of school 
buildings and -extending grants-in-aid 
for education in all the 48 States. Anr 
other suggestion is to use the revenue 
from this source for paying off the na 
tional debt and thereby reduce the taxes • 
for all citizens.

We are sitting here today in the Con 
gress of the United States as the trustees 
of our national resources in the name 
of all the people of this country. Abdi 
cation on the part of Congress of its 
trust duties over property in which the 
whole Nation is interested would consti 
tute a most flagrant violation of and 
departure from justice and the Ameri 
can tradition of fair play. It would be as 
unconscionable a breach of trust as has 
ever been perpetrated upon the Ameri 
can people in its long and glorious his 
tory.

Mr. Speaker, there is not one iota of 
reason or one scintilla of- justice to sup 
port the passage of this monstrous meas 
ure. Every vote against this bill will be 
recorded in American history as a vote 
against the United States and the Amer 
ican people.

New Cabinet Department and Patronage

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF

HON. BARRATT O'HARA
OP ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 1,1953

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
by unanimous consent, I am extending 
my remarks to include an article by Dick 
Preston in the Washington Daily News of 
March 31,1953. Mr. Preston in the final 
paragraph gives the reason for the Re 
publican somersaults we witnessed re 
cently when our colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle ate all the ugly words 
they had said about a Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare 3 years 
ago and dutifully voted for what they 
said was very .bad when President Tru 
man proposed it. The reason is, as Mr. 
Preston implies, there are 38,000 civil- 
service jobs which otherwise could not go 
on the Republican patronage shelf.

The article follows: -
The newest Cabinet Department—Health, 

Education, and Welfare—Is a lusty baby even 
though it was Just born yesterday. . .

Already, in the form -of the independent 
Federal Security Agency,-It touches directly 
the lives of more Americans than most old- 
line Cabinet Departments.

The new Department will pay social- 
security benefits to millions of United States 
workers and their survivors, help States sup 
port the aged, the blind, the crippled, and 
the orphaned, run the United States Public 
Health Service.and the Office of Education, 
enforce the pure food and drug laws and do 
a number of other things.

It will be the only Cabinet Department 
which is primarily In the business of giving
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First Step Back Toward Intergovern 

mental Sanity

EXTENSION OP REMARKS 
OP

HON. WESLEY A. D'EWART
OF MONTANA

' IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES . 
Thursday, April 2, 1953

Mr. D'EWART. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to commend and congratulate President 
Elsenhower for his wise action on Mon 
day in sending to the Congress a special 
message recommending creation of a 
commission to study relationships among 
Federal, State, and local governments. :

This proposal is' clear proof of the 
Elsenhower administration's sincere con 
cern for the taxpayers. President 
Elsenhower's message strikes directly at 
pne of the basic causes of today's back- 
breaking taxation—namely, the fan 
tastic duplication and overlapping by 
Federal, State, and local government 
units. In dozens of competing fields 
there are competing activities by the 
Federal Government, States, counties, 
cities, townships, and villages. To fi 
nance this profusion of governmental 
agencies, there is an equally confusing 
and burdensome array of taxes. In one 
State, for example, gasoline is taxed four 
times—by the Federal Government, the 
State, counties, and cities.

President Elsenhower's proposal is a 
long first step back toward intergovern 
mental sanity.

Do IDo Not Let Oil Gum Up Our Thinking

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. ABRAHAM J. MULTER
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, March 30, 1953

Mr, MULTER. Mr. Speaker, oil is a 
gooey substance. It can grease the 
works, but it can also gum them up.

We are witnessing today an attempt 
to gum up pur thinking with oil.

This bill now attempted to be made 
more palatable by referring to sub 
merged lands instead of tidelands oil, is 
just as bad as every other giveaway bill 
that has ever been presented to the 
Congress.

Indeed, it Is worse. It is the biggest 
giveaway of national resources ever at 
tempted.

I say "giveaway" most charitably. 
Harsher and stronger language would 
be more appropriate, though possibly not 
as parliamentary.
• Nevertheless, I impugn the motives of 
no Member whose views differ from mine.

I beg of each of them, however, that 
they put national interest above State 
interest, the interest of the many above 
that of the few, the interest of the lobby- 
less against the interest of the lobbyf ull.

A vote against this bill is a vote-for 
a better and a stronger America.

Do not let oil gum up our thinking.

United States Forest-Service Program in 
Illinois

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
or

HON. MELVIN PRICE
OP ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, March 31,1953

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, under leave 
to extend my remarks in the RECORD, I 
include herewith a letter and statement 
of policy adopted by the delegates of 
the Illinois Federation of Sportsmen's 
Clubs concerning the five-point policy 
regarding State and university pro-, 
grams, private forestry programs, and 
Federal forestry activities within Illinois. 
The letter and statement of policy from 
Mr. Royal B. McClelland, executive sec 
retary of the Illinois Federation of 
Sportsmen's Clubs, follow:

ILLINOIS FEDERATION OP 
SPORTSMEN'S CLOTS,

March 30, 1953. 
Congressman MELVIN PRICE, 

House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN PRICE: At our recent 
annual meeting the delegates from our mem-, 
her clubs unanimously adopted a forestry 
policy. A copy of It Is enclosed.

Our five-point policy applies to the State 
and university programs, private forestry 
programs and to the Federal forestry activi 
ties within Illinois. The Forest Service. 
United States Department of Agriculture, 
conducts 3 very Important programs In our 
States. These are:

1. Cooperation with our State division of 
forestry In flre prevention, production of 
young trees for planting on private lands 
and technical assistance to private forest 
owners.

2. The Shawnee National Forest hi south 
ern Illinois, which supplies large volumes of 
timber to support local industries, cooper 
ates with State groups in .wildlife manage 
ment and provides recreational areas for the 
public.

3. A forest research center at Carbondale. 
111., that determines the facte needed in pro 
tecting, managing, harvesting and utilizing 
our forest resources. A large part of this work 
is done in cooperation with the State division 
of forestry. Southern Illinois University, Uni 
versity of Illinois, and private industry.

We feel that these are very worthwhile 
activities and that they make vital contri 
butions to our State. Also, we firmly believe 
that they should be continued at their pres 
ent level, as a minimum, or expanded If at 
all possible. The appropriations for the 
Forest Service for the next year will be 
prepared during the near future by the 
House Subcommittee on Agricultural Ap 
propriations. Congressman CARL E. ANDER 
SEN is chairman of this subcommittee and 
the above three programs are listed in the 
Forest Service section of the United States 
Department of Agriculture budget. 
. We have written to Mr. Andersen, point 
ing out our interest and asking for his con 
sideration when preparing the budget. We 
would appreciate very much your calling on 
him and requesting his cooperation in ob 
taining favorable response to our request. 

Very truly yours,
ROYAL B. MCCLELLAND, 

Executive Secretary,
Illinois Federation of Sportsmen's Clubs.

FORESTRT POLICY STATEMENT, ILLINOIS FED 
ERATION OF SPORTSMEN'S CLUES 

Our Federation appreciates the need to 
develop and maintain proper relationships

between water, soils, and plants for the suc 
cessful management of all forms of fishes 
and wildlife. We recognize, also, that land 
ownership carries with it an increasing re 
sponsibility to sustain all of these resources. 
In order to protect these resources, to insure 
their continuity and to maintain the bene 
fits they provide for the people, we.recom 
mend: . . . ,

1. A weil-flna'nced, vigorous program of re 
search in forestry and allied fields, including 
forest and range management, rehabilitation 
of denuded lands, fire control and preven 
tion, and the control of Insects and diseases.

2. Accelerated action programs to control 
forest fires, and to provide for technical as 
sistance to farmers in woodland manage 
ment.

3. Efficient, properly financed management 
of publicly owned forest, range, and wild 
lands.

4. The development and maintenance of 
conditions favorable for private ownership 
and management of forest, range, and wild 
lands.

5. We favor continued public ownership 
and practical management of those public 
lands already dedicated to wildlife, forestry, 
range, watershed, and recreational uses.

Unemployment in Textile Industry

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. THOMAS J. LANE
OP MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVE3 .
Tuesday, March 31,1953

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, under leave 
to extend my remarks, I wish to include 
the following letter and resolution;

MASSACHUSETTS STATE COUNCIL
OP THE INTERNATIONAL 

ASSOCIATION OP MACHINISTS,
March 28,1953. 

Hon. THOMAS J. LANE,
United States Congressman,

Washington, D. C.
Subject: Unemployment in the textile In 

dustry, Lawrence, Mass. 
DEAR SIR: The Massachusetts State Coun 

cil of the International Association of Ma 
chinists represents thousands of workers 
within this Commonwealth.

At a meeting assembled in Boston today, 
the condition of unemployment in the tex 
tile industry In New England and particu 
larly in Lawrence, Mass., was discussed at 
length.

Nearly 10,000 workers are now unemployed 
In that industry In the city of Lawrence, 
Mass.'

This condition reflects itself in potential 
unemployment in other industrial fields.

A resolution was passed at our meeting to 
day (copy enclosed) which has for Its pur 
pose the initiation of a move to alleviate the 
condition complained of by assigning Gov 
ernment contracts to the mills in Lawrence. 

This office has been instructed to respect 
fully request you to assist through your of 
fice and through the United States Congress 
to the end that this critical condition in an 
Important Industrial city will be lightened 
or eliminated.

Thanking you in anticipation of compli 
ance with this request and assuring you that 
our people look with hope and trust toward 
you for help, I am 

Yours truly.
FRANK L. DAVIS, 
Secretary-Treasurer.

Whereas there Is a very high figure of un 
employment In the textile industry in the
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while neglecting and-submerging the inter-' 
continental bomber—the -only weapon we 
have capable of striking at the very heart 
of an enemy. •

That's where most of our $160 billion have 
gone. The real defense Job remains to be 
accomplished.

When do we start? When shall we stop 
pouring billions upon billions down the 
pentagon rathole of "an eventual climactic 
ground attack"?

Is the air age here? Or is the Pentagon 
still living with the textbooks of Hannibal 
and Caesar?

Speed Line for Southern New Jersey

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF '

HON. CHARLES A. WOLVERTON
OP NEW JERSEY '

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, March 30,1953

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, pro- I 
yiding a. system of high-speed trans 
portation for southern New Jersey is of 

'paramount importance to the people of 
that portion of the State. The develop 
ment of that whole area would be greatly 
accelerated by such a system. For many 
years it has been advocated by public 
bodies and civic organizations of every 
type and kind. Legislation to facilitate 
it has been adopted by.the Legislature 

, of -New Jersey and the' Congress of the 
United States. Yet. after all 'these years 
of combined effort the program remains 
stymied as a result of inactivity upon 
the part of the Delaware River Port Au 
thority and its predecessors.

I enclose as part of my remarks an 
editorial appearing in the Courier-Post 
newspaper,.Camden, N. J., issue of Wed 
nesday, April 1, 1953,.which emphasizes 
the duty of the port authority to get 
busy and do something about it. The 
editorial reads as follows:

PORT AUTHORITY PRODDED ON SPEED LINE 
PROGRAM

The New Jersey Assembly has Just gone 
unanimously on record In urging the Dela 
ware River Port Authority to hasten the con 
struction . of a high-speed transit network 
In south Jersey.

The assembly voted approval of a resolu 
tion to that effect by Assemblyman C. Wil 
liam Halnes, of Burlington County, who told 
fellow members that the swift development 
of the rapid transit plan was the only way 
by which south Jersey could realize its full 
industrial-residential potential.

Halnes pointed out that it now. has been 
more than 5 years since the submission 
of the knappen engineers' report, which 
called for extension of the existing speed line 
on Camden Bridge from its present terminal 
at Broadway and Carman Street in four di 
rections—to Olassboro, to Clementon, to 
Haddonfleld, and to Moorestown—utilizing 
present railroad trackage.

"The fulfillment of this plan," said Haines, 
"would implement the Industrial and resi 
dential development of south Jersey by fa 
cilitating transportation between the area 
and metropolitan Philadelphia. Also, by an 
extensive use of nonhlghway facilities, It 
would considerably eliminate highway con 
gestion."

• Halnes also emphasized that under legis 
lation passed last year the port authority has 
full powers to go ahead with the rapid-tran 
sit plan, including the. right of eminent do 
main, and to extend the speed lines to all

communities possible within a 35-mile ra 
dius of Camden.

Railroad officials have pledged their coop 
eration with the port authority in the rapid 
transit program. •

There can be no doubt that the speed lines 
are an absolute necessity for this area.
-'The continuing growth of motor traffic 
and the inability of highway construction 
to keep pace with it are convincing proof of 
that necessity which has been visible for 
years, not needing the further evidence of it 
demonstrated In the last few weeks in pre 
views of what traffic in 1953 • and the years 
after it Is going to be on our roads.
-.The port authority naturally has been 
concentrating recently on plans for the hew 
bridge at Gloucester City, but it should at 
the same time be going full speed ahead on 
the rapid-transit program.

The legislature understands the necessity,- 
and the legislature's urging should galvanize 
the port authority into immediate action.

Tidelands Oil Issue

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. JOHN A. BLATNIK
OF MINNESOTA

. IN THE HOUSE OP REPRESENTATIVES
.. . Thursday, April 2, 1953
. Mr. .BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, yester 
day the House voted to give away Fed 
eral-owned oil reserves, valued at billions 
of dollars, to four states for the benefit 
.of the greedy oil companies. In so do 
ing, the House rejected a substitute pro 
posal which would have made available 
37^.percent-of tee oil royalties to the 
public schools of America. In short, the 
rich and selfish and greedy get this 
bonanza, but the children of America 
receive the cold shoulder.

Under leave to extend my remarks in 
the Appendix of the RECORD, I include a 
very timely editorial from the March 26 
edition of the Free Press of Chisholm, 
Minn.: • 
PLEASE DON'T TRADE EDUCATION, Ms. PRESIDENT

Tidelands oil may seem like an unim 
portant issue to most Americans, but It really 
isn't. It not only concerns at least $67.5 
billion of our .vital natural resources, but 
is closely related to the question of the Na 
tion's schools and the education of our chil 
dren.

.The issue has often been misrepresented. 
It is even misnamed. It really concerns all 
the oil under the water, submerged lands 
surrounding the United States, not Just tide- 
lands.

Pour States are staking claim to this oil. 
California, Louisiana, and Florida claim it 
within 3 miles of their shores, while Texas 
claims it within 3 leagues, or 10.5 miles. 
They are making other claims, too.

Geological surveys have Indicated that 
there are at least 2.5 billion barrels In these 
areas. These surveys have further Indicated 
that there are, at a bare minimum, 15 billion 
barrels of oil under the entire Continental 
Shelf surrounding the United States. This 
total of 15 billion barrels is more than one- 
fourth of the anticipated discoveries of oil 
for the entire Nation or 54 billion barrels.

Twice the Congress of the United States 
voted to turn over the greater portion of this 
wealth to the four States, but President Harry 
Truman vetoed the bills. In 1947 the United 
States Supreme Court ruled that all the 
people of the Nation owned the rich oil 
deposits. Just before leaving office, President 
Truman assigned these oil reserves to the

Navy as a national defense measure, but the 
actual status of this action is being disputed.

Now. the Congress is again being asked to 
legislate the greater portion of this wealth 
over to the four States. President Dwlght D. 
Elsenhower Is on record In favor of such 
action..
- Just how much are these submerged oil 
lands actually worth? A probable average 
price for the oil over the next 20 years is 
$4.50 a barrel. The price of. petroleum has 
been Increasing at the rate of 7 percent annu 
ally. With the moderate estimate of 15 bil 
lion barrels, the gross income would total 
$67.5 billion. In addition, it. is estimated 
that under the submerged lands there is 
natural gas valued at $10 billion. But. for 
the time being, let us not consider this last 
figure, in order- to compensate for.the fact 
that some of the 15 billion barrels, of oil may 
not be recovered. At 12 H percent, the royal 
ties involved, not Including gas, would total 
over $8.4 billion.
..Of the major .tidelands bills before Conr 
gress, the Anderson and Hill bills would 
spread these royalties throughout the United 
States on the basis of school populations. 
However, they would give the 4 coastal 
States 37% percent of the royalties within 
their Immediate areas. This would give 
the 4 coastal States $1.6 billion In royalties, 
and the other 44 States and the District of 
Columbia would receive $6.8 billion. The 
4 States would receive $413 per enrolled 
school child and the rest of the United 
States $319.

But the majority of Congress does not 
favor the Anderson or Hill bills and at press 
time It seemed as if the Daniel bill has an 
excellent chance of -passage.- The Daniel 
'.'bonanza", would cede -to • the 4 coastal 
States -all of the royalties of the immediate 
areas plus 37 '/£ percent of the rest of the 
Continental. Shelf. The residue would go 
into the Federal Treasury, presumably to be 
directed to all the States.

The ' Daniel fiasco would give the 4 
coastal States $4.7 billion in royalties, and 
the other 44 States and the District of Co 
lumbia would share and divide $3.7 billion. 

. The Daniel bill royalties are not earmarked 
for education, but if the funds were directed 
to that purpose, the 4 coastal States would 
receive $1,214 per enrolled school child while 
the rest of the United States would receive 
only $174—a 7-to-l ratio.

Regardless of legislation the 4 coastal 
States, in addition, would receive benefits 
from some $8 billion in direct. wages and 
business activity in the oil recovery. All. 
told, 44 States and the District of Columbia 
will actually lose' over $3 billion in funds 
specifically earmarked for educational pur 
poses If the Daniel bill is passed.

You know, Mr. President, in this mlasmlc, 
wartorn world, there isn't much left that is 
tangible for youth except education. Please 
don't trade it for a couple of barrels of oil 
and some shortsighted Congressmen.

Yalta a Moral Issue—It Will Not Be 
Smothered by Political Neglect

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. LAWRENCE H. SMITH
OP WISCONSIN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 2, 1953 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, under leave to extend my re 
marks, I am including a broadcast by 
that popular commentator, Mr. George 
E. Sokolsky.

Mr. Speaker, George Sokolsky in this 
broadcast refers to the Bohlen nomina-
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Horace Heidt, world-famous band 

leader, has been devoting most of his 
time for the past 10 years to discovering 
and developing talented young people 
and giving them their big opportunity 
.to express themselves in music, voice, 
and dancing.

He came to Washington recently to 
donate two scholarships to the American 

- Field Service international scholarship 
committee yesterday. The scholarships 
were awarded to 17-year-old Monica Van 
Damme, of Nice, Prance, and 17-year- 
old Charles Mori, of Parma, Italy. They 
were especially chosen because of their 
interest in and study of music.

Horace Heidt's American Way radio 
program is broadcast over CBS Thursday 
nights at 10 p. m.

Here he provides young talent a 
chance to make their radio-network 
debut every Thursday night.

The presentation of the two scholar 
ships, which took place in the Nation's 
capital; was made by Mrs. Edwin D. 
Graves, Jr.', chairman of the District of 
Columbia Committee for the American 
Field Service. Other members of the 
local committee are Mrs. Arthur Krock, 
Mrs. William Fulbright, Mrs. Homer Fer- 
guson, Mr! and Mrs. Robert Woods Eliss, 
Mr. and Mrs. Paul Bonner, Mrs. Ray 
mond Cox, and Mrs. Richard B. Wiggles- 
worth.

The American Field Service is a na 
tional organization. Mrs. Lawrence Tib- 
bett is honorary chairman of the AFS 
international scholarships committee. 
Other members include Mrs. Margaret 
Biddle; Mme. Henri Bonnet; Louis 
Bromfleld,.who drove an AFS ambulance 
in World War I; Colgate W. Darden; 
Russell W. Davenport; Mark Ethridge; 
Mrs. Dorothy Canfleld Fisher; Rt. Rev. 
A. B. Kinsolving II; Sumner Sewall; and 
Ellis Slater.
BACKGROUND ON THE AMERICAN FIELD SERVICE

The American Field Service was acti 
vated in 1915 as a volunteer ambulance 
corps serving the French armies. Be 
tween World War I and World War II, 
the organization brought a number of 
French graduate students to this coun 
try and financed the studies in Europe of 
a small number of American students.

Reactivated in 1939, the American 
Held Service served-components of the 
British and French armies in the Middle 
East, India, North Africa, Italy, France, 
and the Low Countries.

With the war ended, the American 
Field Service embarked upon a program 
of sponsoring international scholarships 
at the high-school level. Supported 
solely in the beginning by private funds, 
the program got underway in 1947-48. 
Since then it has brought over 834 boys 
and girls, ages 16 to 18, from various 
European and Asiatic countries.

The children are chosen by special 
boards in their own countries and are 
selected on the basis of personality and 
intelligence. They must also have a 
knowledge of English.

The students attend an American high 
school for 1 year, during which time they 
live with an American family and par 
ticipate in all community activities. At. 
present, there are 235 students learning 
the American way of life in this manner.'

Tidelands Oil Bill

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. RICHARD H. POFF
OF VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, March 30, 1953

Mr. POFF. Mr. Speaker, the oppo 
nents of the so-called tidelands oil bill 
contended that the Congress had no 
power to override by legislation the de 
cisions of the Supreme Court. Any law 
yer recognizes the utter fallacy of this 
argument. Article IV, section 3, clause 
2 of the Constitution of the United 
States vests in the Congress "power to 
dispose of and make all needful rules 
and regulations respecting the territory 
or other property belonging to the United 
States."

As long as the decision of the Supreme 
Court remains unchanged, it is the law 
of the land and we must assume that the 
United States holds paramount rights in 
and to these lands, and, being Federal 
property, the Congress has power to dis 
pose of them as it, in its discretion; deems 
judicious. In fact, the Supreme Court 
itself has consistently held that this con 
stitutional power of Congress is without 
limitation and that neither the courts 
nor the executive agencies could proceed 
contrary to an act of Congress in this 
'congressional area of national power.

Acknowledging then that the Con 
gress' does have the power to override 
the decision of the Supreme Court, the 
question then is whether the Congress 
should exercise that power. To answer 
that question we must inquire into'the 
realm of equity and fair play. We must 
begin by recognizing that the several 
States have from time immemorial con 
sidered these marginal lands to be their 
own property. In 1844, the Supreme 
Court, in., the case of Pollard against 
Hagan, decided that—

'The shores of navigable waters, and the 
soils under them, were not granted by the 
Constitution to the United States, but were 
reserved to the States respectively.

• Since that case was decided, the Su 
preme Court has cited it with approval 
no less than 53 times, and State and. 
Federal courts no less than 244 times.

It is argued by the opponents of the 
measure that none of these 53 Supreme 
Court decisions dealt specifically with 
marginal lands. Technically that is 
true. Nevertheless the language of the 
courts was such as to justify the States 
in believing that the courts felt that the 
lands beneath navigable waters in the 
marginal belt were embraced within its 
reasoning just as much as the soils be 
neath inland navigable waters.

Be that as it may, I am wholly unim 
pressed with whether the Supreme Court 
has previously had occasion to decide 
that the States owned these marginal 
lands or that the Court did not have 
such an occasion. To me, the proof of 
ownership goes deeper and is more fun 
damental.

; As to the Thirteen Original Colonies, 
the original source of title came from 
grants of the Crown. In the case of our 
own State of Virginia! our first source

of title and the first designation and de 
lineation of our boundaries is found' in 
the grant to Sir Walter Raleigh in the 
year 1584 as incorporated in the first 
charter of Virginia in 1606, the pertinent 
part of which reads as follows: "and 
that they shall have all the lands, woods, 
soil, grounds, havens, ports, rivers, 
mines, minerals, marshes, waters, fish 
ings, commodities, and hereditaments, 
whatsoever, from the said first seat.of 
their plantation and habitation by the 
space of 50 miles of English statute meas 
ure all along the said coast of Virginia 
and America as the coast lyeth, together 
with all the islands within 100 miles di 
rectly over against the same seacoast."

In the second charter of Virginia of 
1609, the Crown confirmed the original 
grant and provided that the land should 
extend 200 miles north of Point Comfort 
and 200 miles south of Point Comfort, 
and further provided "together with all 
the soils, grounds, minerals," and so 
forth "within the said territories, and 
the precincts thereof, whatsoever, and. 
thereto, and thereabouts both by sea," 
and I emphasize the word, "sea," "and 
land, being or in any sort belonging or 
appertaining."
- Further, in this second charter of 1609, 
the following language appears with ref 
erence to our mineral rights: "and we 
do also grant a,nd confirm for us, our 
heirs arid'successors' that it shall be law 
ful for the said treasurer and company 
and their successors by direction of the 
governors there to dig and to search for 
all manner of mines of gold, silver, cop 
per, coal, tin, and all sorts of minerals 
within the precinct aforesaid." Thus it 
will be seen that the Commonwealth of 
Virginia was not only granted these 
marginal lands but specifically the min 
erals beneath the land as well.

In the third charter 'of Virginia which 
was granted in 1611 and 1612, title to the 
islands was again confirmed and the 
charter continued in the following lan-. 
guage: "together with all and singular 
soils, lands, both within the said tract; 
of land upon the main, and also within 
the said islands and seas adjoining what 
soever and thereunto or thereabouts, 
both by sea and land being or situate."

The claims of these Thirteen Original 
Colonies to these seaward lands and the 
minerals beneath these lands were rec 
ognized by other nations of the world. 
When the Thirteen Original Colonies 
announced their Declaration of Inde 
pendence, England admitted and ac 
knowledged in the treaty of 1783 that 
the several States owned the submerged 
lands seaward from their coast for a 
distance of 20 marine leagues. This 
seaward boundary was reflected upon 
the old maps of that day which are still 
preserved and may be examined today 
in the Library of Congress. When the 
Revolution took place, the people of each 
separate State became themselves a sep 
arate sovereign entity, and as such in 
herited the property rights of the 
Colonies.

But the opponents of the measure 
argued, without logic, I submit, that 
when the several States bound them 
selves together in a federation and joined 
in a common Constitution they thereby 
individually relinquished to the Union 
their title to the marginal lands. This
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contention is wholly without legal justi 
fication. The 10th amendment of the 
Constitution provides:

The powers not delegated to the United 
States by the Constitution • * • are re 
served to the States respectively.

Nowhere in the Constitution is there 
any language which would constitute a 
deed of conveyance to the Union.

To my mind, this series of events es 
tablishes a clear legal title, which title 
is protected by the constitutional provi 
sion against deprivation of property 
without due process of law. But even if 
this be classified as mere color of title, 
the States have used and occupied these 
lands openly and notoriously under claim 
of title for over 300 years and, if by no 
other method, are under law the fee 
simple owners by virtue of adverse pos 
sessions. Thus by ancient document, le 
gal claim of title, equitable claim of title, 
and adverse use, the States have al 
ways been and are now the owners of 
these marginal lands. It is significant 
to note that the Federal Government 
never challenged this fact until oil was 
discovered.

One may ask, "But what does the 
Commonwealth of Virginia have to pro 
tect in these marginal lands?" Well, in 
Virginia's marginal belt, there are a total 
of 215,040 acres of submerged lands, and 
in the inland navigable waters there are, 
beneath the surface, a total of 586,240 
acres of land. Moreover, if the decision 
in the California case is allowed to stand, 
the Federal .Government will, according 
to a 'brief of the United States attorneys 
in that case, claim paramount rights in 
all of the filled and reclaimed lands along 
the beaches and all the bays wider than 
10 miles, of which one is our own Cheasa- 
peake Bay.

Furthermore, Virginia has sand and 
gravel resources in the marginal lands; 
she has piers and wharves which extend 
from the mainland to a point below the 
low-water mark and which, under the 
ruling in the California case, might now 
be standing on Federal ground. Still 
further, ownership of our valuable oyster 
beds is now uncertain and in jeopardy. 
But I say that even if Virginia never ex 
tracts one drop of oil from her.marginal 
lands, or if she had not one oyster in her 
beds, or if she took not one grain of sand 
or. gravel from these lands,•• she would 
still defend the principle involved. And 
more than that, she would defend the 
rights and resources of her sister States 
against the greedy encroachment of the 
Federal Government upon the domain of 
the sovereign States.

Opponents of the measure argued 
strenuously, and somewhat speciously I 
submit, that the Federal Government', 
through the Congress, was trying to 
"give away" all of the natural resources 
which, they said, belonged to all of the 
citizens of the United States. In the 
first place, you cannot give someone 
something which he already owns; In 
.the second place, this bill grants to.the 
United States of America 237,000 square 
miles of the outer Continental Shelf and 
to the individual States a total of only 
23,000 square miles. This means' that 
the United States retains nine-tenths of

all of the Continental Shelf while the 
States get only one-tenth.

The opponents of the measure also ad 
vanced the argument that these re 
sources should be retained by the Fed 
eral Government to be used as Federal 
aid to education. It was proven that 
all the revenues from submerged lands 
in the State of Texas have, for more 
than 30 years, been devoted to public 
education and in the other coastal States 
which have produced oil, a great portion, 
of the revenue has been so used. What 
logic is there in the argument that the 
individual States should be deprived of 
this source of revenue for the education 
of their own children? Is it democratic 
to take much from the few to give little 
to the many?

But more important and as a prac 
tical matter, the Federal Government 
would never use these funds for that 
purpose anyway. Did you know that 
the Federal Government today owns 24 
percent of all of the lands in the United 
States and not one cent of the revenue 
from these lands has ever been ear 
marked for educational purposes. This 
argument was only a smokescreen 
thrown up by the opposition to deceive 
the parents of the Nation and to con 
fuse the proponents of the measure.

The contention was also made that 
the marginal oil resources should be 
retained by the Federal Government for 
national defense. This argument also 
is without merit. Regardless of which 
government owns or administers the 
land, oil and other necessary resources, 
they will always be available to our 
Nation for defense. In fact, the bill 
itself provides as follows:

In time of war or when necessary for 
national defense, and the President or Con 
gress shall so prescribe, the United States 
shall have the right of first refusal to 
purchase, at the prevailing market price, ail 
or any portion of the said natural resources.

The truth of the matter is, that under 
State control and under State laws of 
conservation and depletion, more oil can 
be produced more economically than 
could be produced under Federal juris 
diction by an unwieldy, cumbersome, and 
wasteful Federal agency.

But friends, the real issue here in? 
volved is not monetary in nature.' It is 
rather the fundamental issue of Federal 
dominion and control versus States 
rights and States sovereignty. .

The Court, in the California case, by 
an ingenious process of devious and tor 
tuous reasoning,' pitched its decision 
upon the rationale that the rights and 
powers of the Federal Government 
transcend the rights of a mere property 
owner in the spheres of national defense 
and international relations. Because of 
its constitutional responsibility in these 
two spheres, it was said the Federal Gov 
ernment had paramount rights in these 
marginal lands; but the National Gov 
ernment has national defense powers 
over every foot of land in the Nation, 
and if this dangerous rationale is to be 
carried to its logical extreme, then the 
National Government under the guise 
of national defense would have the 
power to deprive without compensation 
the States and.'yes, even private citizens 
of all of the minerals of whatever na

ture beneath the surface of their lands. 
Never before in history has any nation 
had such a strong judicial basis as these 
cases provide for nationalizing and so 
cializing all of the natural resources of 
the country.

The citizens of the State of Virginia 
are opposed, unalterably opposed, to the 
ideology which fosters and attempts to 
justify such arbitrary action on the part 
of a federal government. In the ranks 
of those who .either consciously or un 
wittingly are marching down the pink 
road to socialism, you will not find the 
unsullied flag of Virginia. Virginians 
realize that if our Government is to be 
truly of the people, by the people and 
for the people it must be kept close to' 
the people, in our State capitols. Vir 
ginians recognize that in the concentra 
tion of ownership and power in Wash 
ington, D. C., there breeds the grains of 
autocracy—and autocracy is the stuff on 
which tyrants feed. Yes, more was at 
stake than land or oil or sand or oysters. 
The sanctity of private property rights 
and the lifeblood of our democracy was 
hanging' in the balance.

I thank you.

SEC Blocks Capital Flow With Red Tape

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. WILLIAM G. BRAY
OF INDIANA ;

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 2. 1953

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Speaker, under leave 
to extend my remarks in the RECORD, I 
include the following article by Jack 
Dudley, financial editor of the Cincinnati 
Enquirer, Sunday, March 22, 1953, en 
titled "SEC Blocks Capital Flow With 
Red Tape": 
SEC BLOCKS CAPITAL PLOW WITH RED TAPE

The time has come to write a new set of 
rules for the securities business—rules that 
will encourage the free flow of capital Into 
trade and industry rather than choke it off:

I don't know of any business that Is more 
regulated or more cowed by fear of reprisals 
than the Investment-banking and .brokerage 
field.

What's wrpng .with providing .capital for 
business through the sale .of , securities? 
What's wrong with providing more Jobs? 
And, finally, what's the matter with making

•a reasonable profit In the sale of securities? 
Our whole free-enterprise system is geared 
to the profit Incentive.

The Securities and Exchange Commission 
sells itself to Congress and the public as 
the protector of the financial fortunes of 
the small Investors. The truth of the mat 
ter Is that many brokers, small investors 
in themselves, have gone out of business 
because they could not make a profit under

•SEC regulations. Before SEC came Into be 
ing, there were 9,057 brokerage firms and 
offices In this country. The total last De 
cember was 7,085.

No wonder only 6 "million Americans own 
stock. We cannot have greater distribution 
when we close the outlets.

Edward T. McCormlck, president of the 
American Stock Exchange, could have been 
a little more definite when he said here last 
Thursday that the securities business was 
"lousy." Where you have SEC regulation, 
you have "lousy" business.
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more apparent that we should resort to spir 
itual values' as a foundation upon which lies 
our only hope In salvaging for our youth a 
guiding impulse for the building of tomor 
row; and

Whereas by Inculcating in. our youth the 
lasting values that a faith and trust In a 
divine providence will serve as a guiding 
beam In steering our youth- in building a 
character fit to cope with the problems of 
the future: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the members of the House 
of Representatives of the 100th General 
Assembly of Ohio hereby deem that the Inter 
ests of youth will be best served by Implant 
ing In them a sense of dependence on spirit 
ual- values as a guide of life and to that end 
hereby call upon the authorities of the, 
schools of Ohio to invoke prayer as a part of 
each day's program; and. be It further

Resolved, That the clerk of the house of 
representatives transmit a copy of this reso 
lution to. the, superintendent of public in 
struction for promulgation among the schools 
of Ohio. . .

Why British Government Cut Taxes

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. DANIEL A. REED
OP NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE-OP REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 21, 1953
Mr: REED of New York; Mr. Speak 

er, the British Information Services, an 
agency' of the British Government, is 
sued a release oh April 20, 1953, headed 
"Tax .Reduction: Why and How?" I 
quote from this report as follows: j

The problem before the Chancellor In this 
budget Was, therefore, to find ways, of stim 
ulating the economy to higher output and 
exports. Both fell In 1952, and .there was 
consequently underemployment of Britain's 
resources even though' there was', little ac 
tual unemployment of manpower. The 
Chancellor, decided that, IB his own; words; 
some; "immediate quickener" was. needed-, 
some "shot in the arm" that would stimu 
late home- demand' where It had lagged be 
hind availabilities, and provide a premium 
to industry to engage In large-scale expan 
sion and modernization.

' • THE REAL PURPOSE'

This, then,, Is the real purpose behind the 
tax reductions. For individuals there will 
be a little more money to spend, and a little 
reduction to purchase tax to bring prices 
within reach. For business, the cut in the 
general tax on profits (which is the same 
as income-tax), the' abolition of excess- 
profits tax after this year, and the reinstat 
ing of large tax allowances In the first year 
for new building and machinery, add up to 
a great Incentive to management to plow 
their extra funds Into the modernization of 
their businesses:
' The Chancellor stressed these factors In 
his, speech. The greatest hope for Britain 
lies in increasing the flexibility of the econ 
omy, so that wherever appropriate the Gov 
ernment should do less and the private cltU 
zen should do more." It will not be neces 
sary, he said, "to save through the budget 
on anything like the scale of previous years." 
it will be enough to obtain a moderate sur 
plus; and this wWT be possible, despite tax 
cuts, by the heightened activity that should1 
yield an increase in the national' Income and 
Indirectly in the buoyancy of revenue-. ' ::

The new plans, reflecting a change in the 
world's economic climate-, depend for suc 
cess not only on a heightened incentive 
within Britain, but also on a' willingness

of labor-and management to keep wages and 
profits stable, so that Britain's export drive 
is not frustrated through- Increased' costs. 
The-Chancellor said he was sure that indusi 
try and' the public would respond to* the 
call. He concluded his speech with these 
words:-

"In this spirit we take a new direction1. 
We step out from the confines of restric 
tion to the almost forgotten but beckoning 
prospects of freer endeavor and greater re 
ward for effort."

Letters From President Eisenhower and 
President Bidault, of France, Sending 
Greetings to the Members of the 
Rochambeau Committee

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. A. WILLIS ROBERTSON
OP; VIRGINIA 

IN THE SENATE' OF THE UNITED STATES

Friday, April 2.4,1953
Mr.. ROBERTSON. Mr: President, I 

ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the Appendix of the RECORD messages 
received on Thursday, April 16, when 
representatives from the Rochambeau 
States met at-Mount Vernon, and unaruV 
mously elected Mr. Charles Farmer; of 
Virginia, the permanent chairman of 
the Joint Rochambeau. Road Committee.

There, being, no. objection, the letters 
were ordered to.be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows:

THE: WHITE HOUSE; 
. Washington, D. C., 

Mr-CHARLES FARMER
Alexandria, Va.:

I am happy to send, greetings to the repre 
sentatives of the Rochambeau States—those 
States through which passed the 4,000 French 
troops led by Lieutenant General Rocham-' 
beau as 'they marched to Yorktown to Join 
our forces In 1781. In planning the uniform; 
marking of their victory route, you are once- 
again acknowledging, the Important role- 
which France played In securing the Inde 
pendence of our Nation.

I join you In this tribute to the people of 
France, our allies in 1781, our friends today;

DWIGHT D. EISENHOWEB.

PARIS; FRANCE.^-! am happy to greet the:, 
members of the Rochambeau Commission as 
well as the representatives of the. States 
through which Rochambeau marched,, from 
Narragansett Bay to Yorktown, and to con 
gratulate more particularly Gov. John S. 
Battle, founder of the Commission, and Mr: 
Charles Farmer, its chairman.

It was a thoughtful Initiative indeed when 
you' decided to uniformly mark the route 
which Rochambeau and his soldiers took in 
1781. In so doing, you are stressing upon) 
your countrymen the fact that France Is the 
oldest friend and ally of the United States. 
In a similar manner the Vole de la Liberte 
(Liberty Highway), which runs through- 
France—from, Normandy, to Alsace—and the 
cemeteries along Its trail remind the French 
citizens of the young Americans who, during 
the two world wars, shed their, blood on the 
French soil.

Today, as In 1781, in 1917 and In 1944, our 
two countries stand united for the defense 
of liberty.

1 I. convey to you my most cordial' and sin- 
cere wishes for the success of your plans.

GEORGES Bn>Atn.T, 
Ministre. des Affaires £tranger.es.

Looting of National Assets

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF

HON. HERBERT H. LEHMAN
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Friday, April 24, 1953
Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, the 

New York Times of Tuesday, April 21', 
contained in its Letters to the Editor 
column a very fine letter on the offshore 
oil controversy. The letter was written 
by my old friend, Mr. Maurice P. David- 
son, of New York City, an outstanding 
engineer and attorney. I was privileged 
to appoint Mr. Davidson to the New 
York Power Authority when I was Gov 
ernor. His letter is a useful contribution 
to our thinking on this subject.

I ask unanimous consent that his let 
ter be printed iri the Appendix of the 
RECORD. ]

There being no objection, the lette^ 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
LOOTING OF NATIONAL ASSETS—FEAR OF AN

AVALANCHE OF GIVEAWAY LEGISLATION la
EXPRESSED

To the EDITOR OP THE NEW YORK TIMES:
The United States Is a,great country, and 

we rarely do things by halves. Certainly the 
proponents of the program to give away our 
national resources are moving on a grand 
scale. A complete pattern for transferring to 
private ownership our national heritage of 
oil, gas. minerals, and publicly owned power 
resources is, now emerging into full. view.

Former President Herbert Hoover is urging 
that the United States leave the public- 
power field. He proposes that the Federal 
Government cease producing electricity from 
water power as soon as possible. The goal of 
his efforts is to turn over to private Interests 
all the beneficial rights of the people of the 
United States In the public water-power re 
sources of the Nation. At the diamond jubi 
lee convocation of the Case Institute of 
Technology Mr. Hoover outlined three first 
steps toward the goal- of transferring Fed 
eral" power' facilities to private or local man 
agement.

PENDING BILLS

The tidelands oil bills now- before Con 
gress, which seem to be slated for passage^ 
would in effect turn over for private owner 
ship and exploitation all the federally owned 
resources in oil- and gas contained in the 
tidelands which extend from 3 to 10 miles 
seaward from low-water mark;: and also the 
oil and gas resources in the. Continental 
Shelf, which extends as far as 150 miles be 
yond the claimed States' boundaries. These 
bills are being lobbied through Congress by 
the great oil Interests. The value of these 
gas and oil reserves Is estimated at from 
forty to one hundred and fifty billion dollars. 
This is generally regarded as. a convervatlve 
estimate. Informed opinion says that the 
real value cannot be measured. It may. run, 
into trillions;

Not satisfied with these expected accom 
plishments, some of the proponents of the 
giveaway program, according to statements 
made by United States. Senators BUTLER and 
HUNT, intend to introduce legislation to turn, 
over to the States for private exploitation 
the mineral resources of the United States 
in the 700 million acres of public lands. If. 
this program goes through, the patrimony 
of the United States will be dissipated. In 
fact, there will be nothing left to give away 
except the forests in our national parks and 
the fruits of our Investments in atomic 
energy.
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If these calamities should overtake us It 

will be due either to the uninformed public 
or to default and apathy on their part. Vig 
ilance Is the price of liberty and the preser 
vation of our democratic institutions, but 
vigilance seems to be lacking In this crisis, 
when the most callous and astounding plans 
are in the making to give away practically 
all our national assets.

SUPREME COURT DECISION
This gigantic giveaway scheme Is high 

lighted by one of the provisions of the Hol 
land bill, Senate Joint Resolution 13, one 
of the tldelands bills now up for debate In 
Congress. It provides that In time of war 
or national emergency the Federal Govern 
ment shall have the right of first refusal to 
purchase the gas and oil now owned by the 
United States from the transferees thereof 
at the then prevailing market prices. This 

. giveaway legislation is being pressed In the 
face of seven decisions of the United States 
Supreme Court holding that the United 
States of America holds sovereign rights of 
ownership In the oil and gas reserves in the 
tldelands and In the Continental Shelf.

It seems clear that the enactment of the 
tldelands oil bills Into law will dislodge a 
giveaway avalanche of new legislation to 
carry out the pattern outlined herein.

What are we going to do about it? Are 
these to be the fruits of a new adminis 
tration which rode into power on a crusade 
to protect the people? . We face an attempt 
at the largest looting In history of national 
assets.

MAURICE P. DAVIDSON, 
Former Member of New York

State Power Authority.
NEW YORK, April 17. 1953.

Views on Balanced Budget and 
Tax Cuts

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. DANIEL A. REED
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OP REPRESENTATIVES ;
Tuesday, April 21. 1953

. Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
under leave to extend heretofore granted; 
I am inserting as a part of my remarks a 
copy of the Legislative Daily of the 
Chamber of Commerce of the United 
States, as follows:

BALANCED BUDGET OR TAX Curs?—WE CAN 
HAVE BOTH

The biggest debate In Washington today 
Is over which should come first, tax cuts or 
a clear path to a balanced budget.

The public Is following this debate closely, 
If not always clearly.

There Is strong sentiment for tax reduc 
tion.
• The worklngman's wife cannot buy clothes 
for the children or furnishings for the home 
with money which her husband must pay In 
taxes.

The farmer cannot replace his equipment 
with money to which the tax collector lays 
claim.

A business cannot grow normally when the 
earnings which It would plow back are 
sharply reduced after present corporate taxes 
have been met.

Savings siphoned off by taxes cannot be 
employed In the private Investment that is 
essential to expanding employment and pro 
duction.

Yes-rthere Is strong sentiment for tax cuts.
But there is strong desire, too, for elimina 

tion of unnecessary or postponable Federal 
spending—elimination that is indispensable

to balancing the national budget while 
maintaining a strong national defense:

That desire Is directly linked with the 
sentiment for tax cuts, because today's tax 
rates have driven home the close relationship 
between spending and taxing.

That became clear last November to those 
political office seekers who did not realize it 
before.

Deficit financing Is no longer just a term 
In an economics textbook. There Is growing 
awareness that when the Government must 
borrow annually to cover the differences be 
tween Its Income and spending, the dollar is 
not as strong as It could be—will not buy 
as much.

And America has always preferred the 
strong dollar.

So the demand grows for tax cuts and 
spending reductions without Impairment to 
defense—and the debate continues over 
which should come first.

Couldn't they come together? 
CHAMBER'S POSITION

The national chamber believes they could 
and should.

It Is possible both to balance the Nation's 
budget and to reduce personal Income taxes 
by midyear—and those two actions should 
go hand In hand. That position is based on 
recent emergency action by the national 
chamber's board of directors.

Meanwhile, other tax reductions which are 
scheduled for this year and early next year 
can become effective as planned.

Much of the responsibility for budget cut 
ting, to which tax cuts are linked, will rest 
with Congress, which has exclusive control 
over appropriations.

But to do Its Job, Congress will need 
strong public support. Pressure on Indi 
vidual Members of Congress for Increased 
spending on pet projects will have to be 
carefully avoided. And there will have to 
be firm opposition to proposals, which arise, 
from time to time within Congress, to In 
crease spending on programs and projects 
which cannot be considered essential under 
present emergency conditions.

. . . . TWO OPINIONS
In connection with the debate in and out 

Of Congress over tax. cuts versus spending 
cuts, it is important to note that those on 
either side of the argument favor both tax 
and spending reductions and 'differ only on 
priority. .

Those who believe budget cutting should 
come first argue that the administration 
first must determine at what levels spending 
can be held before It can decide how much 
revenue will be heeded. They say discipline 
is Involved here, too. Give a free-spending 
Member of Congress a tax cut first, they 
contend, and he quickly will lose his interest 
in budget balancing; better hold back the 
tax cut as his later reward for economy 
efforts.

Those who want tax reductions first argue 
that lower revenues will force Increased Gov 
ernment economy. They also contend that 
some tax rates can reach and, In fact, some 
have reached, points of diminishing re 
turns—producing less revenue than some 
what lower rates would because they tend 
to curb Incentive to earn taxable income.

MIDDLE GROUND
There Is noted, meanwhile, a middle 

ground on which tax and budget cutting can 
move abreast.

"The ideal procedure Is to have the two 
move along together," the National City 
Bank of New York observes in Its March 
1953 letter. "Some Individuals may feel it 
Is necessary to keep the pressure on reduc 
ing expenditures by not letting tax reduc 
tions go ahead too fast. Others may feel 
that by demanding tax reduction they are 
bringing pressure for reduction in expendi 
tures. Apart, however/from the disadvan 
tages • • • of treating the two problems 
independently, there Is the risk of getting

people lined up In opposing camps when 
essentially they are working for the same 
end."

In the meantime, today's tax picture con 
tains sharp political coloring.

The so-called excess profits tax, which was 
Imposed after fighting began in Korea, is 
due to expire June 30. The 11 percent in 
dividual Income tax Increase, also voted after 
the Korean fighting broke out, Is.due to ex 
pire December 31. There is strong support 
within Congress for letting the 11 percent 
Increase end June 30, too. Those who oppose 
this Idea are told by its advocates that to 
let the excess profits tax expire without end 
ing the individual Income tax Increase at 
the same time would not be politically 
popular.

CONGRESSIONAL LEADERS
That vision of diminished political popu 

larity Is not lost on the Republican leaders 
of Congress, who are holding out against 
making Immediate commitments to move up 
the expiration date of the individual Income 
tax Increase. But they do want to give 
the new administration more time to try to 
boll down the budget for the next fiscal 
year, beginning July 1, which It took over 
from the previous administration.

Mr. Truman was required by law to sub 
mit a fiscal 1954 budget within 15 days after 
Congress convened January 3. President 
Elsenhower, who took office January 20, has 
had to work with the Truman budget instead 
of starting from scratch on one of his own. 
His fiscal advisers have agreed to send Con 
gress their 'revisions of the Truman budget 
by May 1.

The President says he wants a decision on 
reduced revenues reserved until a balanced 
budget is in sight. Congressional leaders 
expect to know by May 1 whether it will be 
sufficiently in sight for them to agree to the. 
earlier expiration of. the personal income 
tax Increase and other scheduled tax'rate 
declines.

TAX SCHEDULE
In .addition to the individual income and . 

excess profits taxes, these rates are affected . 
by the present schedule:

On December 31, withholding rates are 
to decline from 20 to 18 percent and the 
maximum capital gains, rates for individuals, 
is to drop-from 26 to 25 percent,--with corr 
porations receiving the same reduction a year 
later.

Excise taxes on many Items are to revert 
to previous lower levels April 1. 1954.

The corporate Income tax rate is to decline 
from 52 to 47 percent March 31, 1954, with, 
appropriate adjustments for fiscal year cor 
porations.

The national chamber believes all of those 
reductions should become effective as 
scheduled.

TAX LOAD
There is widespread agreement that taxes 

are too high—the burden they impose, too 
heavy. 

1 How big Is today's tax burden?
Federal, State, and local tax collections 

this year will equal about 30 percent of 
the national income.

They will total about $90 billion—the 
equivalent of all the wages, salaries, rent, 
interest, and dividends received by all the 
people of. this country from January 1 
through April 22 of this year.

Present tax rates are curbing incentive, 
production, investment-r-all essential to a 
strong economy.

High tax rates can be, and In some cases 
are, self-defeating, whereas lower rates may 
have a stimulating effect that will bring In 
more revenue.

Certainly any additional revenue could be 
used.

ECONOMIC STIMULUS

And so could the economic stimulation. 
A number of economists have expressed con 
cern over the possibility of some economic



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — APPENDIX A2181
assimilate and amalgamate In the melting pot 
that is America.

Like others, I sometimes fear that w« have 
already gone beyond the possibility of con 
tinuing America as a melting pot, but rather 
that we are approaching that day when we 
will find demands made upon our country 
for the allocation of certain areas to certain 
national groups. Have we forgotten the ex 
perience of Czechoslovakia with the Sudeten- 
land? There are today some In our midst 
who care not to Americanize themselves, but 
rather feel that they as national groups 
should have a right to possess for themselves 
certain areas of America.

And still strange Ideas present themselves. 
Only a few days ago a high official of the 
Christian Science Church told me that he 
and his group had just awakened to the sin 
ister possibilities of the so-called World 
Health Organization, that could Jeopardize 
the rights of American citizens.

The United Nations should abandon Us 
attempts to control domestic rights all over 
the world and should bend Its efforts to the 
objectives and ambitions of those who 
brought it Into being. It should be an In 
strument for the preservation of peace la 
the world.

Strange Idea, Indeed, that there Is no obli 
gation upon the new arrivals at our gates to 
learn and speak our national language. Why 
English? Is the question 1 heard sometime 
ago. Many are there who would prefer to 
establish another in Its place. Unless an 
Immigrant Is willing to become American 
ized, he should not be admitted for perma 
nent residence. We should have no pseudo- 
Americans as citizens.

Strange Idea that America should leave 
unmolested in our midst those communistic 
adherents who would undermine our Insti 
tutions. I believe that every Communist 
subservient to a foreign power should be 
manacled like a mad dog and deprived of an 
opportunity of proving his treachery.

The hearings of our Senate Internal Secu 
rity Subcommittee In New York last fall dis 
closed Communists In our midst, acting In 
the name of America. I repeat now what I 
eald then—the United Nations should purge 
Itself or be purged. But how can that take 
place with so many Communist partners 
blocking every move for the common Inter 
national good? We must find a way to meet 
that menace.

Let us ever remember that we ourselves 
must guard our own liberties, and by so do- 
Ing we will promote the peace of the world.

Then, too, let us not forget those words of 
80 years ago of that great American poet. 
Thomas Bailey Aldrlch, In his poem "Un 
guarded Gates":
"Wide open and unguarded stand our gates, 

And through them presses a wild motley
throng—

O Liberty, white Goddess; la It well 
To leave the gates unguarded? On thy

breast 
Fold Sorrow's children, soothe the hurts of

fate, 
Lift the downtrodden, but with hand of

steel
Stay those who to thy sacred portals come 
To waste the gifts of freedom. Have a. care 
Lest from thy brow the clustered stars be

torn
And trampled In the dust. For so of old 

.The thronging Goth and Vandal trampled
Home,

And where the temples of the Caesars stood 
The lean wolf unmolested made her lair."
May we remember those words, with the 

determination ever In our hearts, that we 
will never abandon our concepts of Individ 
ual and national liberty, and that we will 
allow no foreign Ism to Impair Its Integrity,

And may we continue our prayer, "God 
bless America,"

Offshore Oil

EXTENSION OP REMARKS

HON. PAUL H.DOUGLAS
OF ILLINOIS

HfTHE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Saturday, April 25, 1953

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, on be 
half of the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. JACKSON], I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the Appendix of the 
RECORD, a copy of a letter addressed by- 
him to the Secretary of State and the 
State Department's reply thereto.

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as 'follows:

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., February 12, 1953. 

Hon. JOHN FOSTER DULLES, 
The Secretary of State, 

Department of State,
Washington, D. C.

MY DEAR MB. SECRETARY; There have re 
cently been submitted to you for official re 
port to the Senate Interior and Insular Af 
fairs Committee four proposed measures for 
enactment Into law relating to the control 
and development of the mineral resources of 
the lands submerged .by the open ocean ad 
jacent to the shores of the United states. 
One of these measures Is Senate bill 294, an 
other copy of which Is attached hereto for 
your convenient reference.

This proposed legislation would provide, 
among other things, that title to and owner 
ship of lands submerged by the open ocean 
for a distance of 3 miles out to sea would be 
recognized and confirmed In the Individual 
coastal States. You will recall that the Su 
preme Court of our Nation, which, under the 
Constitution, Is the final Judge of land titles, 
has In three separate cases ruled unequivo 
cally that the individual States do not, and 
never did, own the lands beneath the ocean, 
but that the Federal Government, by virtue 
of its responsibility for the external affairs 
of our Nation, had paramount rights In them, 
(332 U. S. 19; 339 U. S. 699; 339 U. S. 707).

However, putting aside for the moment 
the constitutionality and propriety of Con 
gress attempting to reverse the Supreme 
Court In a matter of land titles and to re 
write our history, as well as to arrogate to 
Individual States its responsibility for ex 
ternal affairs, I would like to point out to 
you, as the executive officer of the United 
States directly In charge of our external af 
fairs, that In addition to providing for State 
ownership of submerged ocean lands within 
the historic seaward boundaries of coastal 
States, Senate bill 294 would also authorize 
the de facto extension of State boundaries 
out to the outermost edge of the Continental 
Shelf, a distance of upward to 200 miles or 
so, In some Instances.

I am informed that the United States Gov 
ernment, beginning with Mr. Thomas Jeffer 
son's letter to the British Minister, dated 
November 8, 1793 (1 Moore, Digest of Inter 
national Law, 702), has had frequent occa 
sion to express Its views as to the appro 
priate seaward extension of the territory and 
Jurisdiction of the United States. Some of 
these expressions are collected in the digests 
of International law published by Moore 
(1906) and Hackworth (1940). I am also 
advised that on November 13, 1951, the Act- 
Ing Secretary of State wrote to the Attorney 
General in regard to the traditional position 
of the United States with respect to the 
measurement of territorial waters.

In the light of these expressions and of 
the provisions ol S. 294 discussed In the 
preceding paragraphs, I should appreciate

a statement or your views with respect to the 
following matters:

1. To what extent would recognition of 
the seaward boundary of a coastal State at 
a point more than 3 geographical miles from 
the shores of this country or from the sea 
ward limits of Inland waters, constitute a 
departure from the established, historic po 
sition of the United States with respect to 
the outer limits of the territorial waters of 
the United States?

2. Assuming that the proposed grant to 
the respective coastal States of police, taxa 
tion, and other Jurlsdictlonai powers with 
respect to the Continental Shelf beyond 
State boundaries would vest in each such 
State the right to exercise those powers over 
persons other than its own citizens (cf. 
Sfctrtotes v. Florida (313 U. S. 69)), to what 
extent would the granting of such Jurisdic 
tion constitute a conflict with or departure 
from the established, historic position of 
.the United States with respect to the exer 
cise of Jurisdlctional powers on the high seas 
beyond the territorial limits of the United 
States?

3. To what extent would the proposed leg 
islation conflict, not only with the exclusive 
constitutional rights the Federal Govern 
ment has over the area within and beyond 
the 3-mile limit, but also with the obliga 
tions and responsibilities that the Federal 
Government has by reason of international 
law, treaty, custom, and usage? Are there 
any treaties, etc., that might be violated? 

Sincerely yours,
HENRY M. JACKSON, 
United States Senator,

DEPARTMENT or STATE, 
Washington, March 6, 1953.

MY DEAR SENATOR JACKSON: Reference Is 
made to your letter of February 12, 1953, 
the receipt of which was acknowledged Feb 
ruary 20, 1953, referring to bills introduced 
In the Senate for the control and develop 
ment of mineral resources of submerged 
lands off the shores of the United States and 
raising certain questions regarding the tra 
ditional position of the United States with, 
respect to national claims In adjacent seas.

The first question Is to what extent would 
recognition ot the seaward boundary of a 
State at a point more than 3 miles from the 
shores of this country constitute a depar 
ture from the traditional position of the 
United States with respect to the outer limit 
of Its territorial waters.

This Nation has always supported the con 
cept that the sovereignty of coastal States 
in seas adjacent to their coasts (as .well as 
the lands beneath such waters and the air 
space above them) Is limited to a belt of 
3 miles width, and has vigorously objected 
to claims of other States to broader limits. 
In international relations the territorial 
claims of the States and of the Nation are 
indivisible. This Nation now supports the 
3-mile limit, and the claims of the States 
cannot exceed those of the Nation. But if 
the Nation should recognize the extension 
of the boundaries of any State beyond the 
3-mile limit, its identification with the 
broader claim would, perforce, supersede in 
Its international relations Its previous and 
traditional position.

The second question is to what extent 
would the granting to the States of police, 
taxation ,and other Jurisdictional powers 
over persons other than their own citizens 
(cf. Skiriotes v. Florida (313 U. S. 69)) 
conflict with the historic position of tha 
United States with respect to the exercise 
of Jurisdlctional powers on the high seas 
beyond the limit of its territorial waters.

This Nation has traditionally taken tho 
position that it was not prevented by Inter 
national law from reasonably exercising its 
Jurisdiction beyond the 3-mile limit for cer 
tain purposes. Legislation is now In effect
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•whereby this Government exercises Juris 
diction over foreign as well as domestic ves 
sels for purposes of customs control (Anti- 
smuggling Act of August 6, 1935 (49 Stat. 
617, 19 U. S. C. 1701-1711)). This exercise 
of Jurisdiction Is recognized In International 
practice. Exercises of Jurisdiction In the 
:high seas for fiscal, sanitation, or naviga 
tion purposes are not Infrequent. The 
claim made by the United States In the 
Presidential proclamation of September 20, 
1945, to jurisdiction and control of the na 
tional resources of the subsoil and seabed of 
the Continental Shelf off Its coast was with 
out precedent. In keeping with Its tradi 
tional position, however, this Government 
carefully refrained from, suggesting that It 
was claiming sovereignty, or an extension 
of Its territorial waters or boundaries, and 
Indeed specified In the proclamation that 
the character as high seas of the waters 
above the Continental Shelf and the right to 
their free and unimpeded navigation were In 
no way affected. Hence a grant of juris- 
dictional powers to the States, in order to be 
consistent with the traditional position of 
this Nation, would have to be restricted to 
the purposes Indicated above.

The third and last question Is to what ex 
tent would the proposed legislation conflict 
with the obligations and responsibilities of 
the Federal Government under International 
law, treaty, and usage. Extension of the 
boundary of a State beyond the 3-mile limit 
would directly conflict with International 
law, as the United States conceives It, and 
may, moreover, precipitate developments in 
International practice to which this Govern 
ment, In the national Interest, is clearly op 
posed. A number of foreign States are at 
present showing a clear propensity to ex 
tend their sovereignty over considerable 
areas of their adjacent seas. This restricts 
the freedom of the sea, and the freedom 
of the sea has been and Is a cornerstone of 
the United States policy because it is a mari 
time and naval power. Any change of posi 
tion regarding the 3-mile limit on the part 
of the United States Is likely to be seized 
upon by other states as Justification or ex 
cuse for broader and even extravagant claims 
over their adjacent seas. Indeed, this is 
Just what happened when this Government 
made its proclamation of 1945 regarding the 
resources of the Continental Shelf. It pre-' 
cipltated a chain reaction of claims gener 
ally going beyond the terms of the United 
States proclamation. Including claims of 
sovereignty extending to 200 miles from 
shore. Extension now of the Jurisdlctlonal 
powers of the States in the high seas beyond 
those heretofore claimed by the Nation 
would, of course, be an abandonment of the 
traditional policy of the United States and 
negate the determined efforts now being 
made by this Government to oppose and re 
strain such actions on the part of others. 
It would likewise be an abandonment of 
those States which have hitherto stood with 
us in the development of our present po- 
eltlon.

Sincerely yours,
THRUSTON B. MORTON,

Assistant Secretary 
(For the Secretary of State).

Repeal of Excise and Admissions Taxes

EXTENSION OP REMARKS 
OP

HON. WAYNE MORSE
OF OREGON

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Saturday, April 25, 1953

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, as the 
RECORD shows, for some time, in offering 
amendments to our tax laws. I have

stressed the fact that what we ought to 
concern ourselves with, first, is the iron- 

• ing out of inequities in our present tax 
structure, and the plugging up of loop 
holes resulting in inequities, unfair 
nesses, and tax escapes on the part of 
certain groups and certain types of bus 
inesses.

Some years ago — I think as early as 
1947—1 urged a drastic revision of the 
excise, taxes, because I felt that many 
of them were unfair, many were very 
discriminatory, and many were generally 
not based upon ability to pay. At that 
time I suggested that there should be a 
substantial reduction in the admission 
tax.

Reserving the right to change my 
opinion, on the basis of evidence and 
argument that may be advanced in the 
course of debate, my present thinking is 
that we ought to get rid of theater ad 
mission and excise taxes, if not entirely, 
then substantially, because I believe the 
theaters of the country are being sub 
jected to a very discriminatory tax that 
is working a great hardship on them, in 
view of the increasing public appeal and 
competition of television.

Mr. President, I have received a letter 
from Mr. Jack Matlack, spokesman for 
the Council of Motion Picture Organi 
zations, Inc., in the State of Oregon. 
Attached to his letter is a memorandum 
of arguments, one page being entitled 
"War Tax? Defense Tax? Luxury Tax? 
What Kind of Tax Is It?"

The next page is labeled "Discrimi 
natory Tax."

The next page is headed "Theater 
Business Is 'Small' Business."

The next page is headed "Economic. 
Urgency."

The last page is entitled "Motion Pic 
ture Theater As an Institution of Public 
Service."

I believe that the memorandums are so 
meritorious in their contents and so de 
serving of consideration by my colleagues 
in the Senate, and particularly by the 
committee which has jurisdiction over 
tax reform and tax measures, that I ask 
unanimous consent to have the letter 
and the memorandums printed in the 
Appendix of the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter 
and 'memorandums were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows:

OF MOTION PICTURE
ORGANIZATIONS, INC., 

Portland, Oreg., April 16, 1953. 
The Honorable WAYNE L. MORSE, 

United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SIB: On behalf of the 220 motion- 
picture theater owners and operators in the 
State of Oregon, I wish to thank you for the 
audience you gave to their representatives 
and me at the Roosevelt Hotel In Portland 
recently.

You asked then that I send you some perti 
nent information regarding the reasons we 
seek your support in the Senate to effect 
the repeal, In its entirety, of the Federal 
admission tax law levied on theater admis 
sions.

Tttls legislation will reach the floor of the 
Congress shortly. The precarious condition 
of the theater owner today prompts us ur 
gently to beseech you to press our claim that 
we be relieved of this oppressive and unfair 
tax, the burden of which may shortly put 
many of us out of business entirely. We 
must become militant and jealous of our

rights as businessmen and demand equal 
consideration Instead of a .luxury classifi 
cation. The time has passed when we can 
pay more than any other business for the 
right to do business.

As per your request, I am attaching hereto 
a summary of the arguments which we feel 
Justify our contentions. We earnestly hope 
that you will see. the Justice of our plea 
and will give us your support as well as 
your vote when this matter reaches the 
floor.

Most respectfully yours,
JACK MATLACK 

(For Oregon theater owners).

WAR TAX?—DEFENSE TAX?—LUXURY TAX?— 
WHAT KIND OP TAX Is IT?

Originally levied as a defense tax at 10 
percent, later Increased to 20 percent during 
the war, this burden still rests on the shoul 
ders of the theater owner long after the 
emergency has passed, and should be elimi 
nated along with the relief being granted 
other types of business.

Certainly, as entertainment, a theater ad 
mission should not be subject to an excise 
tax any more than radio or television, grand 
opera or symphony; as a service Industry, 
why any more than a shoeshining parlor, a 
laundry, or a parking lot? Motion-picture 
entertainment Is not a luxury. On the con 
trary, it affords low-priced amusement for 
the masses of low- and middle-Income groups 
who, caught in the tide of rising prices, can 
not afford the more expensive forms of re 
laxation. For many people It Is the only 
entertainment they can afford, although we 
grant it might be considered a luxury to the 
harassed housewife who can send her chil 
dren to a movie on Saturday or Sunday for 
3 hours or more, where they can be cared 
for at approximately 6 cents an hour.

DISCRIMINATORY TAX
First, because it makes the Industry a tax 

collector for the Government. Second, the 
theater must compete as a business with 
bowling alleys, golf courses, billiard parlors,' 
etc., all of which are tax free. Third, this 
Is actually a "soak the poor" tax. It is 
discriminatory against the public, particu 
larly the low- and middle-income groups, 
to which movies provide the cheapest and 

. most available form of entertainment. 
Wealthy citizens who can afford to spend 
huge amounts for entertainment can avoid 
tax completely. They can go to the opera, 
concerts, or symphony orchestras, all much 
more costly than the movies, without tax. 
People can watch television at home, at the 
neighbor's, in taverns, or in free TV theaters 
without paying a tax, yet television is cur 
rently the motion-picture Industry's strong 
est competition, a threat to its very life. 
A rich man can hire a fishing boat for a 
day for $60, buy a caterer's lunch for $20, 
and not pay a cent in Federal tax for his 
amusement. This country Is supposed to be 
operating on the theory that taxation is based 
upon the ability to pay. It does not look 
like this when it comes to the theater busi 
ness.

THEATER BUSINESS Is SMALL BUSINESS 
Of the nearly 20,000 theaters In the United 

States, some fifteen thousand-odd are small 
businesses and Individually owned, not af- 
fllated with any large circuit or chain usually 
designated as big business. Of the some 200 
theaters served out of the Portland territory 
more than 90 percent are Individually owned 
and should be classified as small business. 

In the President's recent state of the 
Union message to Congress, while proclaim 
ing that it was not Government policy to 
reduce taxes largely this year, fie did indi 
cate his intention to give help, to small busi 
nesses which were in need of relief from tax 
burdens. Certainly the removal of the ad 
mission tax would effect this help without
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FOREIGN NATIONS' EFFECT

The foreign nations get Into the picture 
through their recent heavy purchases of gold 
from the Federal Treasury. Their improving 
trade positions have ninde it possible for 
them to pile up dollars in United States 
banks. Since last November, they've used 
$770 million of these balances to buy gold. 
Here's how this, too, squeezes the United 
States banks' reserves:

The foreign nation pays the Treasury for 
the gold with a check on its United States 
bank. The Treasury deposits the check In 
a Federal Reserve bank, which reduces the 
reserve account of the foreign nation's bank 
by the amount ot the check.

All this has forced the banks to scramble 
around for reserves. These they can acquire 
chiefly In two ways:

They can sell their own Government se 
curities to rnise cash to place in their re 
serve accounts. This isn't as risk-free as It 
was before March 1051, when the Reserve 
System stopped supporting Government se 
curities prices at fixed levels, but It's being 
done—and In a big way,

j. p. MOHGAN VIEW
Another method of raising cash Is to bor 

row from the Reserve System. "In many 
cases," says Henry C. Alexander, president 
of J. P. Morgan & Co., banks have been 
"obliged to obtain the necessary funds by 
borrowing from the Federal Reserve more 
frequently and heavily than ever before."

The New York banks, with the exception 
of a few 2- or 3-day periods, have been con 
tinuously In debt to the System for the past 
C months.

At the end of last week, the major New 
York institutions owed the System about 
$225 million—Just enough to boost their re 
serves $30 million above the required mini 
mum. A year earlier, their reserves had been 
nearly $300 million in the black.

Where the Onus Lies

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. LISTER HILL
OF ALABAMA

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Saturday, April 25, 1953
Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Appendix of the RECORD an editorial 
entitled "Where the Onus Lies," which 
appeared in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, 
Wednesday, April 22, 1953.

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows:

WHEP.E THE ONUS LIES
Who is respo.isiblo for the delay on rent 

control and other pressing legislation in the 
Senate—Majority Leader TAFT or the Sena 
tors opposed to the offshore-oil giveaway?

Senator TAKT says the onus Is on the mi 
nority of Senators who are fighting the quit 
claim bill to turn over these vast resources 
to three States: California, Texas, and Lou 
isiana. He says these Senators are filibuster 
ing and that he, therefore. Is getting ready 
to Invoke a cloture limitation to shut off 
debate. , He has already invoked night ses 
sions.

A few basic facts show reudlly enough who 
Is at fault:

First, the Senate is debating the bewhlsk- 
ered offshore-oil issue at this time only be 
cause the TAIT leadership has accorded the 
giveaway bill this high priority. The Sena 
tors opposed to It cannot choose the time of

their debate. They must register opposition 
when the bill Is up. If the administration's 
economic controls legislation languishes and 
rent control dies, April 30, It will be because 
TAFT is using this strategy In order to force 
passage of the rape of the coastal oil re 
serves.

Second, the Senators who are fighting the 
oil giveaway and all that It entails are not 
only willing but eager to halt their presen 
tation of the people's case at any moment 
to enable Senator TAFT to bring up the con 
trols bill and nil other pressing legislation. 
When 20 Senators so notified TAFT In a Joint 
letter, the majority leader retorted: "I don't 
care whether rent control expires or not."

Third, a thorough presentation of the case 
against State exploitation of the American 
people's own resources Is required to In 
form the people themselves. The oil lobby 
has been at work for about 10 years on a 
costly, sklllful campaign In Congress and out. 
The Senators who are opposed to the give 
away would be untrue to their own con 
science If they did not now explain In de 
tail to the country how this legislation In 
volves defense, security, Inland natural re 
sources, Federal-State relations, foreign af 
fairs, treaty provisions and other vital mat 
ters.

Fourth, the official position of the Elsen 
hower administration, as set forth by At 
torney General Brownell and others from 
the executive department, does not square 
with the terms of the oil Senators' giveaway. 
Twenty-five other Senators, more than a 
fourth of the total membership—Including 
to their credit, Republicans TOBSY, of New 
Hampshire, and LANCER, of North Dakota— 
have Joined in a letter to President Elsen 
hower calling his attention to this conflict.

Every minute taken by the opponents of 
the giveaway has been on the subject. No 
one is reading the Bible, the Sears, Roebuck 
catalogue, or the Encyclopedia Britannica. 
What Washington Is seeing this month Is a 
heroic effort to awake the American people 
to the Impending gold rush, to the Senator 
DOUGLAS'S accurate description, into the peo 
ple's own priceless, natural heritage.

Every day this fight continues produces 
more and more support from grassroots for 
the Hlll-Humphrey-Lehman-Douglas-Ander- 
son-Fulbright-Kefauver-Morse group of Sen 
ators.

Every hour of the wearing night sessions 
Increases the chance that Dwight D. Elsen 
hower will come to see where his duty lies 
as President of all the people.

President Elsenhower has already straight 
ened himself out on taxes. After loose cam 
paign talk about cutting taxes he Is now 
standing firm for a balanced budget. Let 
him now rise above the campaign confusion 
over offshore oil, inform himself on the full 
facts and then follow his own true conscience 
without pressure from the oil Senators. If 
he does so there Is little doubt as to what his 
final stand would be.

No, the blame for the situation In the 
Senate does not lie on the 25 Senators. 
Their conduct up to this moment Is unas 
sailable. The onus is squarely on the ma 
jority leadership.

A Matter of Sovereignty

EXTENSION OP REMARKS
OF

HON. LISTER HILL
OF ALABAMA

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Saturday, April 25, 1953
Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I ask unani 

mous consent to have printed in the

Appendix of the RECORD an editorial en 
titled "A Matter of Sovereignty," which 
appeared in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, 
Sunday, April 19, 1953.

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows:

A MATTER or SOVEREIGNTY
One of the most momentous decisions In 

the history of the country may be made by 
the Senate In the coming week.

It is the decision whether the belt of seas 
bordering the continental United States Is 
subject to National sovereignty or State own 
ership.

The Immediate legislation on which the de 
cision will rest is Senate Joint Resolution 13. 
It would give California. Texas, and Louisi 
ana the oil and natural gas In the bed of 
the seas off their coasts out to the distance 
which they regard as their historic bound 
aries seaward.

The House has already passed the meas 
ure. President Elsenhower has announced 
that he will sign It. A majority of the 
Senate Is evidently ready to vote for It. 
A small group of Senators, led by DOUGLAS, of 
Illinois, LEHMAN, of New York, and HILL, of 
Alabama, and including HENNINGS and SYM- 
INGTON, of Missouri, as well as two Republi 
cans, TOBEY, of New Hampshire, and LANCER, 
of North Dakota, are holding the thin line 
of defense. They hope the arguments they 
are advancing will persuade enough Senators 
to defeat the resolution, or will persuade the 
President to veto It.

It is a small hope, but the only remaining 
one. In 1946 and again In 1952 President 
Truman stood single-handed against the In 
tended plunder of the national domain, sav 
ing it with the Presidential veto.

There are many cogent reasons why the 
United States should not surrender any part 
of Its national sovereignty to any one of the 
48 States, as It would do In this resolution.

The area involved is one of the most deli 
cate international diplomacy. In which the 
peace of the world may at any moment hang 
In the balance. This Is a governing reason 
why the Supreme Court has thrice decided. 
In cases covering all the claimants to offshore 
oil, that the United States exercises and must 
continue to exercise sovereignty over this re 
source as well as all other resources of the 
seabelt. "The problems of commerce, na 
tional defense, relations with other powers, 
war and peace focus there," said the Court. 
"National rights must therefore be para 
mount."

The oil In the marginal seas—the 3-mile 
belt out from low-tide mark—and In the 
Continental Shelf—the submerged sfclrt of 
the continent where the waters are relatively 
shallow before plunging Into the abysses of 
the sea—is necsssary for national defense.

These undersea fields must be developed by 
private Initiative under Federal control. 
When they have been drained down to what 
should be their reserves for national defense, 
someone must have the will and the author 
ity to put the lid on. The States cannot be 
expected to do this; they bear no responsi 
bility for national defense—that responsi 
bility is the Government's.

If the reserves were dangerously depleted 
xinder State ownership, the United States 
might be compelled to expend much blood 
and treasure to keep open or reopen lines of 
supply from the Middle East or elsewhere, 
for oil which could, by the exercise of fore 
sight, have been kept available within easy 
reach of our own shores.

There are grave doubts that the proposed 
giveaway would be constitutional. Senator 
ANDEHSON, of New Mexico, and former So 
licitor General Perlman doubt the constitu 
tionality of the measure. Attorney General 
Brownell has Implied doubt 011 the same con 
stitutional point by trying to avoid colllsioa
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with It. The Supreme Court's own words In 
the California case, reaffirmed in the Texas 
and Louisiana cases, appear to support the 
conception that offshore oil is an adjunct of 
national sovereignty and that Congress, 
therefore, is powerless to give it away. The 
Rhode Island Legislature has directed the 
attorney general of that State to contest the 
resolution if it is enacted.

Adoption of Senate Joint Resolution 13, 
accordingly, might paralyze the development 
or the undersea oil lands Indefinitely. Exist 
ing and possible future efforts of States to 
extend their boundaries farther seaward 
could also provide additional fruitful fields 
for prolonged litigation. The proponents of 
giving the oil to the States have argued long 
and loudly that It Is the most expeditious 
way of getting the fields developed. The 
exact opposite proves to be the case.

In a nation struggling to make financial 
ends meet under a crushing burden of na 
tional defense, giving away an estimated $80 
billion or more of national assets does not 
make sense. To Missouri alone. Its share 
of the national assets Involved amounts to 
the equivalent of at least a $l !/4 -billion en- 

. dowment for the State's public schools.
Giving away offshore oil would be only 

the, opening move to a giveaway of the min 
erals In public lands and the grasses of the 
western range—involving a grand total of 
more than a trillion dollars. No wonder 
Perlman called the offshore-oil bill the larg 
est wholesale looting In history of national 
assets.

If the United States recognized Texas and 
Louisiana claims to 10% miles seaward, it 
would be embarrassed in its efforts to pre- 

Jeerve the international convention of a 3- 
'mlle limit. Other nations might retaliate 
with extensions of their boundaries seaward 
such as would endanger the freedom of the 
seas, as the State Department has warned.

American States would be Invited by the 
terms of the pending resolution to extend 
their borders seaward to the limits of their 
Imaginations. Texas has extended its claim 
in advance to 150 miles. Senator CORDON, 
of Oregon, floor leader for the resolution, 
has admitted that no one knows where the 
coastal boundaries of the States were when 
they were admitted Into the Union.

There is no foreseeable end to the dispute 
which this resolution would open up between 
States and the Federal Government over the 
contents of the seabed. An estimated $3 
billion worth of sulfur Is know to exist in 
addition to the oil and natural gas. Still 
other valuable national assets as yet un 
known may be present. As the Supreme 
Court said: "Today the controversy is over 
oil. Tomorrow it may be over some other 
substance or perhaps the bed of the ocean 
Itself."

The Post-Dispatch has been In the battle 
over offshore oil since it began in earnest 
8 years ago. We said on October 17, 1945, 
that "against any effort to use our fighting 
oil to any smaller purpose than the defense 
of our Nation, the only course Is to fight." 
Nothing has happened In the world to lend 
that intention less urgency in the inter 
vening years, and much has happened to lend 
It more.

The President ought to give studious and 
serious consideration to the accumulation 
of logic which speaks against this measure. 
He should not consider himself bound to 
error by opinions expressed when by his own 
admission he knew little of either the facts 
or the law. He cannot want to give the color 
of his signature to a quid pro quo of oil 
for votes In Texas and California, which cast 
their electoral ballots for him, and in Louisi 
ana, a traditionally Democratic State which 
he narrowly lost to Governor Stevenson.

It is a decision of the gravest moment for 
the Senate, and for the President, as for the 
Nation.

The Sturdy Corporate Homesteader

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. WAYNE MORSE
OF OREGON

IN THE SENATE OP THE UNITED STATES
Saturday, April 25, 1953

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, there 
will appear in the May issue of Harper's 
magazine an article entitled "The Sturdy 
Corporate Homesteader," written by Ber 
nard DeVoto. The Senator from Ala 
bama [Mr, HILL] left the article with me

'. and asked me to have it inserted in the 
RECORD, which I agreed to do. He as-

. sured me that he had permission to have 
the article inserted in the RECORD. It is 
a wonderful article. It is written by one 
of the most effective, courageous battlers 
for the conservation of our natural re 
sources, and one of the most able jour 
nalists in our country, the great Bernard 
DeVoto, who has written over the years 
many articles on the problem of preserv 
ing, protecting, and conserving for fu 
ture generations of America its great 
rich treasure and heritage of all our peo 
ple in our natural resources.

As Senators know, he writes monthly 
in the section of Harper's called "The 
Easy Chair." The article to be published 
In the May number is very stimulating.
•The spirit of it is so in line with the con 
servation objectives of the little band of 
liberals in the Senate who have been 
fighting for weeks in opposition to what 
we consider to be a very unsound and 
unwise giveaway program with respect 
to a very valuable segment of our nat 
ural resources that I think it particularly 
appropriate that it be printed in the Ap 
pendix of the RECORD. I ask unanimous 
consent that the article be printed in the 
Appendix of the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the Appen 
dix of the RECORD, as follows:

THE EASY CHAIR 
(By Bernard DeVoto)

THE STURDY CORPORATE HOMESTEADER

In a happier time, so a United States 
Chamber of Commerce speaker tells us, the 
Government used the public domain to "give 
every man a chance to earn land for him 
self through his own skill and hard work." 
This is the sturdy homemaker sob with which 
the air will presently resound when this gen 
tleman's associates get to work on Congress. 
He may have been thinking of the California 
redwood forest. It was so attractive a part 
of the public domain that In this generation 
we have had to raise millions of dollars from 
rich men and school children to buy back 
a few acres of it here and there for the 
public.

Under a measure called the Timber and 
Stone Act, a homemaker who had his first 
citizenship papers could buy 160 acres of 
redwood forest from the Government for 
$2.50 an acre, less than a panel for your 
living room costs. Agents of a lumber com 
pany would go to a sailors' boarding house 
on the San Francisco waterfront. They 
would press a gang of homemakers and 
lead them to a courthouse to take out first 
papers. Then they went to a land office and 
each filed claim to 160 acres of redwood: a 
quarter section whose number the lumber 
company had supplied. At a lawyer's office

they transferred to the lumber company the 
homesteads they had earned by skill and 
hard work, received $50 for services ren 
dered, and could, go back to the boarding 

.house. "Fifty dollars was the usual fee," a 
historian says, "although the amount soon 
fell to $10 or $5 and eventually to the price 
of a glass of beer."

. Under this act 4 million acres of publicly 
owned timber passed into corporate owner 
ship at a small fraction of its value, and 
95 percent of it by fraud. Under other acts 
supposed to give every man a chance to earn 
land for himself, enormously greater acre 

ages came to the same end with the sturdy 
homemaker's help.

The laws stipulated that the homemaker 
.must be in good faith. Erecting a habitable 
dwelling on his claim would prove that he 
was. Or if it was irrigable land, he had to 

• bring water to it, for a homemaker would 
need water. Under a couple of dozen aliases 
apiece, employees of land companies or cat 
tle companies would file claim to as many 
quarter-sections or half-sections of the pub 
lic domain, and after 6 months would com 
mute them, get title to them, at $1.25 per 
acre. The sworn testimony of witnesses 
would prove that they had brought water to 
the claim; there was no reason for the wit 
nesses to add they had brought It in a can. 
Or the witnesses swore that they had seen, 
water on the homestead, and so they had, 
having helped to throw it there cupful by 
cupful. Or to erect a 12-by-14 cabin on a 
claim would prove good faith. Homemaker 
and witnesses neglected to mention that this 
habitable dwelling was 12 by 14 inches, not 
feet. Alternatively, a shingled residence es 
tablished that the homemaker Intended to 
live on his claim; one could be. created by 
fastening a couple of shingles to each side of 
a tent below the ridgepole. Sometimes a 
scrupulous corporation would build a gen 
uine log cabin 12 by 14 feet, mount it on 
wagon wheels, and have the boys drive it 
from claim to claim, getting the homemaker 
a lot of public domain in a few hours. In 
a celebrated instance in Utah the efficiency 
of this device was Increased by always push- 
Ing the truck over the corner where four 
quarter-sections met.

In 6 months the homemakers, who mean 
while had been punching cows or clerking in 
town, commuted their two dozen parcels of 
the public domain. They transferred them 
to their employers and moved on to earn 
two dozen more quarter-sections apiece by 
their skill and hard work. Many millions of 
acres of publicly-owned farmland and graz 
ing land thus passed economically into the 
possession of corporate homemakers. If the 
corporation was a land company It might get 
half a million acres convenient to a railroad 
right-of-way or within a proposed irrigation 
district. Or a cattle company could thus 
acquire a hundred thousand acres that mo 
nopolized the water supply for miles and so 
graze a million acres of the public domain 
entirely free of charge.

Lumber companies could operate even 
more cheaply. Their employees need not 
pay $1.25 per acre or wait to commute their 
claims. They could pay a location fee, say 
$6 per 320 acres and the company could 
forthwith clear-cut the timber and let the 
claims lapse. At 20 cents an acre virgin 
stands of white or ponderosa pine, Douglas 
fir, or Norway or Colorado spruce was almost 
as good a buy as some of the dam sites which, 
our propagandist hopes, will presently be 
offered to the power companies.

These are typical, routine, second-magni 
tude land frauds In the history of the public 
domain out West—to describe the bigger ones 
would require too much space. Enough that 
in the golden age of landgrabs, the total area 
of the public domain proved up and lived on 
by actual homesteaders amounted to only a 
trivial fraction of the area fraudulently ac-
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we must pay a parity, or an equitable, 
price for our domestically produced ma 
terials if we are to maintain our econ 
omy on a sound basis. Is it fair then to 
ask those same domestically produced 
articles to compete for their own market' 
at a price which is less than their cost 
of production, or parity?

This bill would amend the Tariff Act 
of 1930 by requiring that the Secretary 
of the Treasury impose an equalization 
duty whenever the import'price of sup 
ported agricultural commodities is less 
than its full parity price and whenever 
the price of critical minerals is less than 
the "cost of production" parity.

The tariff would be a flexible one 
which would fluctuate directly with the 
parity price and it would be an auto 
matic one, going into effect after the 
Secretary of Agriculture sets up a new 
parity formula.

The mineral producer has found him 
self in about the same situation as the 
agricultural producer. Imports, often 
subsidized by foreign governments, are 
flooding our markets and the price of the 
domestic production is being forced 
down.

Because of this, I have made provi- 
sions, similar to those covering agricul 
ture, for a parity tariff on certain criti 
cal minerals. These critical minerals are 
the ones set up by Defense Minerals Or 
der No. 1 of December 29, 1950? and in 
clude such vital minerals as lead, zinc, 
iron, manganese, aluminum, copper, tin, 
and mica.

' The bill grants authority to the Sec 
retary of the Interior to establish a 
parity price on these critical minerals on 
the basis of the domestic cost of produc 
tion of the mineral as averaged for all 
domestic producers. This would also be 
an automatic, flexible tariff which would 
become effective after the Secretary of 
the Interior has declared the parity price 
thereon.

A productive and prosperous America 
is the first essential in determining and 
maintaining our foreign and domestic 
policies and a prosperous America de 
pends in large part upon the payment of 
parity, or equitable prices for what we 
buy, whether imported or domestically 
produced.

This bill has but one main purpose—to 
assure an American price to American 
products. Foreign imports are welcomed 
into this country to help supply Ameri 
can demand and to compete with Amer 
ican producers but those imports should 
compete on a fair basis—an American 
standard of living basis.

At the time when our railroads were 
being developed, this country was faced 
with a decision similar to the present 
one—whether to put on a tariff or to 
allow England to produce the steel for 
the railroads.

Lincoln, in commenting that he did not 
know much about tariffs, said, "But here 
is one thing I do know. If we produce 
the rails ourselves, we will have both the 
rails and the money." Because of that 
decision, we maintained a tariff on steel 
and the steel industry has become so 
important that it now produces 50 per 
cent of the steel output of the entire 
world.

It is my contention, In Introducing 
•this bill, that we owe that same oppor 
tunity to the mineral and agricultural 
industries of America.

The 83d Congress

EXTENSION OF REMARKS • OF

HON. ROBERT C. (BOB) WILSON
OF CALIFORNIA

Wednesday, April 22,1953
Mr. WILSON of California. Mr. 

Speaker, under leave to extend my re 
marks in .the RECORD, I include the fol 
lowing editorial from the El Cajon Val 
ley News:

THE 83D CONGRESS
When the 83d Congress began last Janu 

ary, Speaker JOE MARTIN, Republican, Mas 
sachusetts, set Its tenor. He said the great 
objective of the Republican administration 
is to successfully conclude the Korea war and 
to convert our present war-born prosperity 
to a prosperity based on peace.

The Congress is in-its fourth month now 
and an examination discloses pretty well 
where the Republicans are laying stress to 
achieve their end.

As was to be expected, they are out to re 
duce Federal spending.

If they, can balance the budget and restore 
a sound economy while solving the war 
emergency, they will be well on their way to 

• success.
As the budget stands now—or as It stood 

when Truman handed it to the new Con 
gress—we will go about $8 million -deeper 
Into debt this year.

But not if JOHN TABER, Republican, New 
York,' has his way. This veteran legislator 
is chairman of the House Ways and Means 
Committee which handles all revenue bills.

He makes three major recommendations 
to achieve the desired reduction in spend 
ing: (1) Cut from the budget the $7.5 bil 
lion earmarked for this year's foreign-aid 
program; (2) make no appropriations to the 
military; and (3) allot no money for civilian 
relief this year.

On their face, these are startling proposals. 
But Representative TABER points out we 
have already appropriated enough money to 
keep foreign-aid program running, full tilt, 
for the next 3 years. Likewise, the military 
has enough money for the next 2 years and 
the Federal relief program, in money, is a 
full year ahead of Itself.

To appropriate money so far in advance, 
to use JOHN TABEB'S phrase, "allows too long 
a lead time."

If the Republicans adopt TABER'S recom 
mendations and in doing so manage to bal 
ance the budget, Representative DAN REED'S 
(Republican), New York, bill to reduce ev 
erybody's personal income tax by at least 
11 percent will have a better-than-even 
chance to pass.

President Elsenhower has said—as has 
Senator TAFT—he opposes any tax reduction 
this year. But if Representative TABEK can 
get through his meat-ax cut and1 a surplus 
looms—as well it might—they will change 
their minds.

Next to restoring our economy to a sound 
footing, foreign policy is rightfully playing 
the dominant part in the new Republican ' 
administration's mind.

What overall plans have been made is not 
yet clear at this writing. Nor are their 
details which, quite properly, will remain 
secret.

But with brains now in the State Depart 
ment and unquestioned loyalty in John Fos

ter Dulles, things are looking up. His trip 
to Europe shook both socialist-ridden Eng 
land and hesitant France. They have 
learned through bis visit they now must 
fish or cut 'bait.

However formidable appear the problems 
of Korea, South Africa, the Pakistan-India 
equabble, the Iranian oil dispute, the Inter 
minable Arab-Israel bickering, Indochina, 
Formosa, and the rest, with men of good 
will in charge, they can be surmounted.

MARTIN, TABER, REED, et al, as leaders of the 
great 80th Congress, did it .before. Now, 
with a sympathetic executive branch, they 
may do it again.

Oil Group Headed by West Virginia Re 
publican National Committeeman Ad 
vised Closing Synthetic-Fuel Plant at 
Louisiana, Mo.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF

HON. MELVIN PRICE
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, April 27, 1953
Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, under leave 

to extend my remarks in the RECORD, I 
include herewith an article which ap 
peared in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch on 
April 21, 1953. The article entitled "Oil 
Group Headed by OOP Chief Advised 
Closing Plant at Louisiana" follows:
On, GROUP HEADED BY OOP CHIEF ADVISED 

CLOSING PLANT AT LOUISIANA—WALTER S. 
HALLANAN'S PETROLEUM COUNCIL, SET UP To 
COUNSEL INTERIOR DEPARTMENT, MADE AD 
VERSE REPORT ON FUEL FACILITY

(By George H. Hall) ' 
WASHINGTON, April 21.—An adverse report 

on the operation of the Louisiana (Mo.) syn 
thetic-fuel plant was given the Department 
of the Interior last February by an oil indus 
try committee headed by Walter S. Hallanan, 
vice chairman of the Republican National 
Committee", it was learned today.

The report was made by the National Pe 
troleum Council, a group set up in 1946 to 
advise the Department on matters of in 
terest to the industry.

Louis C. McCabe, Chief of the Fuels and 
Explosives Division of the Bureau of Mines, 
who was responsible for the decision to shut 
the synthetic plant, said yesterday at a hear 
ing of a Senate Appropriations Subcommit 
tee that the Council recommended the 
closure but exerted no pressure.

Hallanan is head of the Plymouth Oil Co. 
of Pittsburgh and is Republican national 
committeeman from West Virginia. He was 
chairman of arrangements of the Republi 
can National Convention in Chicago last 
July.

McCabe told the Senate subcommittee he 
had been forced to accept a $2 million budget 
cut and decided to apply it to the Louisiana 
facility.

QUESTIONS BY KILGOHE
Senator HAHLEY KILGORE, Democrat, of 

West Virginia, said the closure order, an 
nounced by Secretary of the Interior Doug 
las McKay last week had defense of the 
realm aspects, and he wanted to know what 
would happen to the plant If it was shut 
down and if an arrangement could not be 
made for private industry to continue oper 
ation.

The facility, said McCabe, would deteri 
orate rapidly. He estimated/it would cost 
$600,000 to $1,000.000 to place the Installa 
tion in standby condition, and that 3 yeari
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was about as long a period as it could be 
kept in standby without serious deteriora 
tion. KILCORE said the plant would be 
junked in about 5 years.

Subcommittee Chairman GUT CORDON, Re 
publican, of Oregon, asked whether the 
plant could be used for production of am 
monia. Three lines for making synthetic 
ammonia from natural gas are in standby 
at the plant.

McCabe said it would cost-about $1 million 
to put these lines into production. Be 
added that within a very few years it might 
become commercially impracticable to pro 
duce ammonia from natural gas.

PREFERENCE FOR SHALE

McCabe said no political considerations 
entered into his recommendation to McKay 
that the Louisiana plant be closed. He had 
felt for a year or two that the plant had 
outlived its usefulness, he declared.

Asked whether he considered national 
security in making his decision, McCabe re 
plied that he had, and believed processes for 
producing oil from shale should be pushed. 
He said It was estimated that there were 
one hundred to two hundred billion barrels 
of oil available from shale.

Monsignor Dr. Joseph Tiso

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. B. W. (PAT) KEARNEY
OP NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, April 27, 1953
Mr. KEARNEY. Mr. Speaker, under 

leave to extend my remarks in the 
RECORD, I wish to include the following:

Six years ago, on April 18, Monsignor 
Dr. Joseph Tiso, the duly elected presi 
dent of the short-lived Republic of 
Slovakia, went to his death on the gal 
lows. This was murder in its most 
ghastly and shameful form.

His crime? The brave and gallant 
Monsignor Tiso went the way of thous- 
sands of fearless men who dared to op 
pose communism among their respective 
people. For his outspoken and deter 
mined opposition to Soviet Russia and to 
the Red plan of making Slovakia a So 
viet republic, he paid the penalty with 
his life.

On V-E Day, Dr. Tiso had been ac 
claimed a hero in the eyes of the people 
of Slovakia. During his presidency, Slo 
vakia progressed culturally, thrived eco 
nomically and developed more than it 
ever had during its exisence as part of 
the Czechoslovak Republic.

The last free elections of May 26, 1946 
gave Monsignor Tiso's party 64 percent 
of the total votes cast. But the will of 
the people does not count in the ideology 
of Moscow and Soviet military force im 
posed a Communistic political regime 
upon the Slovak people. So on trumped-' 
up charges, the Reds held a farce of a 
trial and sentenced Monsignor Tiso to be 
hanged. This murder set the pattern of 
what subsequently was to become the 
fate of all those who had the courage to 
oppose Red imperialism.

On April 18, 1947, Monsignor Dr. 
Joseph Tiso, accompanied by a Capuchin 
priest who had spent the night praying 
with him, walked up the gallows steps
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and, while continuing his prayers aloud, 
sacrificed his life on the altar of freedom, 
and justice. He had preferred death to 
enslavement.

Real Tests Refute Kefauver oh California 
Tidelands Sentiment

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. CRAIG HOSMER
OP CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, April 27, 1953

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, under 
leave to extend my remarks in the REC 
ORD, I include the following editorial from 
the Press-Telegram, Long Beach, Calif., 
of April 21, 1953:
REAL TESTS REFUTE KEFAUVER ON CALIFORNIA 

TIDELANDS SENTIMENT
Putting it mildly. Senator ESTES KEFAUVER 

offered some highly dubious conclusions on 
'the Senate floor last week end when he at 
tempted to Interpret the attitude of Cali 
fornia and Long Beach people on the sub 
merged land issue.

Senator KEFAUVER is one of a faction of 
Senators engaged in an unadmitted filibuster 
against the bill which would quitclaim to the 
States the tidelands out to historic bound 
aries. When one talks for the sake of talk 
and the time it consumes, he runs a chance 
of making remarks that do not bear up well 
under examination. That's apparently what 
happened to the Senator from Tennessee.

KEFAUVER told about some of his experi 
ences in Long Beach and elsewhere when, 
in early 1952, he ran for the State's Demo 
cratic presidential preference. The purport 
of his remarks was that he, a known advo 
cate of Federal tidelands ownership, was 
warmly received in the campaign and went 
on to win the preference election. This, he 
concluded, proved that the people of Long 
Beach and of California, do not go along 
with State ownership of the tidelands as ad 
vocated by our congressional delegation and 
our legislature.

These conclusions of the Senator do not 
stand up when tested by the circumstances 
of the 1952 Democratic primary campaign, 
and they are demolished by the results of 
the subsequent general election vote of last 
November.

Senator KEFAUVER contended for Califor 
nia's presidential preference against a group 
headed by Attorney General Edmund G. 
Brown. This group embraced the philoso 
phy of President Truman arid obviously had 
his blessing. Truman was even a stronger 
foe of State tidelands ownership than KE 
FAUVER. Brown as attorney general, had 
represented the State officially in the tide- 
lands fight, but had been little more than 
lukewarm on the subject.

Thus, the tidelands never was a real issue 
In the Democratic preference contest in 
California, for California Democrats had no 
choice between tickets pledged to the two 
sides of this question. The result of the 
Democratic primary proved nothing about 
public opinion on this issue.

In fact, there was plenty of evidence that 
vast numbers of Democrats were dissatisfied 
with the choices offered them in their pri 
mary and wanted to vote, even in that party 
affair, for Dwight D. Elsenhower, who hap 
pened to be a declared supporter of State 
ownership. The law did not permit them to 
vote outside their primary.

Later, in the general election, these Cali 
fornia Democrats teamed with Republicans 
to give Elsenhower, the State ownership

advocate, an overwhelming California ma 
jority over Adlai Stevenson, who openly 
declared for Federal, tidelands control. 
That's what happened when there was a 
choice.

In Long Beach, General Elsenhower re 
ceived some 76,000 votes to Stevenson's 
61,000.

It is readily agreed that many issues affect 
the outcome of an election. But applying 
the result to the tidelands Issue, which was 
dramatically publicized here, unquestionably 
State ownership won the honors.

As so often happens with candidates, Sen 
ator KEFAUVER was evidently misled by the 
warmth of local receptions, and by the dis 
covery of some individuals who agreed with 
him or at least didn't argue with him on 
the tidelands issue. He was indeed given a 
warm welcome here, as he said Saturday. 
But in his main speech here he did not even 
mention the tidelands issue; his position 
came out in answer to questions from the 
audience and in a press conference. Some 
of his stanchest supporters here disagreed 
with him on this question, though they may 
not have told him so.

All official local bodies, including the city 
'council, favor State ownership ot the sub 
merged lands; the chamber of commerce and 
the central labor council favor It, among 
many other organizations; candidates of both 
major parties in congressional contests over 
the years have favored it. Thirty of Cali 
fornia's 32 Congressmen and its -2 Senators 
are on the side of the State in this contest.

Opinion is not unanimous among Cali- 
fornians on this issue, any more than on any 
major issue. But every reliable test shows 
public opinion preponderantly favorable to 
the cause of State ownership as provided in 
the bill now before Congress.

Your Son and My Blood

EXTENSION OF REMARKS -
OF

HON. JAMES E. VAN ZANDT
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, April 27, 1953
Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Speaker, a 

most interesting article by James W. 
Cothran, commander in chief of the Vet 
erans of Foreign Wars of the United 
States, entitled "Your Son and My 
Blood" appears in the May 1953 issue of 
the VFW magazine.

In view of the great difficulty encount 
ered by the American Red Cross in se 
curing blood donors, Commander Coth- 
ran's article warrants the attention of. 
the American people.

The article follows:
TOUR SON AND MY BLOOD 
(By James W. Cothran)

If Uncle Sam has the right to draft your 
son he should have an equal right to draft 
my blood. If it is fair to ask your boy to risk 
his life in defense of this country, in time 
of war, it is equally fair to ask the able- 
bodied male citizen to part with a pint or 
two of his precious blood. The blood he gives 
will not endanger his life nor in any way in 
jure his health. The blood your son may 
lose on the battlefield can be the cause of 
his death.

If service to our country in time of war Is 
the common responsibility of all patriotic 
citizens, then we should be honest enough 
to apply this basic principle without discrim 
ination; Loyalty is Just as much an obliga 
tion for those on the home front as well as 
those who are ordered to do the fighting.
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Star Route Mail Carriers

EXTENSION OP REMARKS 
OP

HON. MELVIN PRICE
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OP REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, April 27, 1953

Mr, PRICE. Mr. Speaker, under the 
leave to extend my remarks in the REC 
ORD, I include the following statement:

STAB ROUTE MAIL CARRIERS 
To Members of the Senate and the House of 

Representatives:
This Is witn reference to the report of the 

Post Office Department made to the Mem 
bers of Congress under date of April 23, 1953, 
In 'explanation of the advertising ol star 
route contracts.

We point out that while the overall statis 
tics in the Department report may be cor 
rect as to the figures quoted, the interpreta 
tion ias stated and as probably expected by 
the Department gives an entirely distorted 
presentation of the star route problem and 
situation. We present the following clarifi 
cation of the facts:
• 1. The statement that "the spirit and let 
ter of Public Law 669 maintain that the 
'Postmaster General should use his own dis 
cretion, etc.," we believe to be a flat misstate- 
ment In view, of the report of the House 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service 
made on May 20, 1948^ No. 2003, and which 
was the basis on which the 80th Congress 
enacted Public Law 669. Certainly Congress 
did not intend to give any one man unlimited 
discretion, to disregard the instructions of 
Congress. The Department is on record as 
acknowledging the purpose of Congress aa 
late as February 24, 1953, when Assistant 
Postmaster General John C. Alien stated in a 
letter to the attorney General of North Caro 
lina, "an examination of the legislative his 
tory of Public Law 669 leaves no doubt that 
In passing this legislation it was clearly the 
Intent of the Congress to provide continuity 
of service to star route contractors • • *."

2. The 80th Congress enacted Public Law 
009 primarily because the bidding system had 
reduced the star-route service to a state of 
more or less complete demoralization, when
•the average rate of pay had been reduced 
from 13.85 cents per mile In 1924 to 5.82 cents 
per mile In 1941. We emphasize that this 
rate per mile included cost of equipment and 
all labor Involved. This caused bankruptcy 
for many carriers and more.than one-half of 
all star-route contractors In the United 
States had to petition the Department to be 
relieved of their contracts during the period 
1940-48.

3. During the years since the passage of 
Public Law 669 on June 19, 1948, about 350 
.large truck routes have been established In, 
almost all parts of the country, ranging In 
price from a few thousand dollars per con 
tract per year to $225,000. This relatively 
new service, and the star route service as a 
whole, has absorbed more discontinued rail 
way mail contracts than the total Increase In 
cost of star route service mentioned In the 
Report of the Post Office Department made 
.to Congress (81 percent). In further con 
nection with the 81 percent Increased cost 
mentioned, the Department recognized In 
November 1951 that the skyrocketing in 
crease in the cost of living and operation 
warranted Increases In the pay of star route 
contractors without regard to any other fac 
tors. It should be noted, the law provides 
for a reduction In pay as well as Increase, 
where conditions Justify a reduction, with- 

•out resorting to the demoralizing effects of 
cutthroat bidding. 

Sincerely,
FRANK E. RUSSELL,

President.

Pressure From the White House

'• EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

MRS. JOHN B. SULLIVAN
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OP REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, April 27, 1953

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, on 
April 1 I made a statement concerning 
the tidelands-oil issue. I wish today to 
call attention to an editorial in last 
Saturday's St. Louis Post-Dispatch on 
this same subject:

PRESSURE PROM THE WHITE HOUSE
President Elsenhower's Intervention In the 

Senate debate on offshore oil, through his 
letter to Senator ANDERSON calling for 
prompt passage of the .bill, is a tactical 
maneuver of Senator TAPT'S, designed to 
Increase the pressure on the opposition.

Whether It has that result or not, the 
President's action will prove a disappoint 
ment to .many of his admirers who had 
believed that his position on the oil glver 
away was a result of unfortunate campaign 
commitments and incomplete awareness of 
the Issues Involved.

The President has met open or covert op 
position to many parts of the -program he 
presented to Congress at the beginning of 
the session. But only In behalf, of the off 
shore-oil giveaway has he gone to the lengths 
of demanding that .Congress support his 
views. Had' he given similar backing to 
other parts of the program—for example, to 
a reduction of trade barriers for the strength 
ening of "the free world—his present action 
on oil could be better .accepted as the ex 
pression of Executive leadership. 
.•Similarly the President Is on record with 

several campaign promises In addition to 
that concerning the oil giveaway, but ap 
pears to show no such sense of urgency 
about fulfilling them as in this case. Were 
he as Insistent upon Immediate tax reduc 
tion as upon the offshore oil bill, for exam 
ple, his present action could be better as 
cribed' to a stern Insistence upon literal 
fulfillment of pledges.

. When the 25 Senators opposing the oil 
bill asked the 'President to state his views,
•they undoubtedly hoped that he would ex 
amine the Important questions raised during
•the debate, attempt to reconcile the con 
flicting positions taken by the congressional 
backers of the bill, his State Department 
and his Department of Justice, and state a 
coherent, reasoned philosophy to Justify 
whatever course he recommended.

His reply does none of these things. With 
out discussing the merits of the giveaway 
at all, he requests Its passage strictly on 
the ground that the Republican platform
•calls for It. Many of his well wishers will 
regret that he did not choose a better cause 
in which to exert the great powers of his 
office.

Tests Before Marketing

EXTENSION OP REMARKS 
OP

HON. JOHN J. ALLEN, JR.
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OP REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, April 27, 1953

Mr. ALLEN of California. Mr. Speak 
er, there have been several reports in 
.the daily press appearing in recent weeks 
•concerning phases -of a controversy 
which has to do with the testing of a

substance known as battery AD-X2 by 
the Bureau of Standards. The product 
is manufactured by Pioneers, Inc., of 
which Mr. Jess M. Ritchie is the presi 
dent. The principal office of the business 
is located in the congressional district 
%hich I represent. As.phases of the con 
troversy have been considered by con 
gressional committees the information 
which follows may be of interest to the 
Members of Congress.

Mr. Ritchie suggested to me that it 
seemed to appear through the press that 
the only place in which battery AD-X2 
had ever been tested was in the "market 
place." He stated to me that—

Actually, battery AD-X2 was developed 
under the direction of the late Dr. Merle 
Randan, professor emeritus, University of 
California; coauthor of Thermodynamics and 
the Free Energy of Chemical Substances 
(with G. N. Lewis) and an internationally 
known authority on electrolytic theory. The 
material was tested by Dr. Randall and
• * * Dr. Randall approved all the adver 
tising claims made for the product, prior to 
his demise In March 1950.

He further informed me "that the ad 
vertising claims for battery AD-X2 have 
not been changed."
. . He said that he was supplying me with 
"extracts from the Air. Force Report, 
September 29, 1948; extracts from Mas 
sachusetts Institute of Technology, April 
6,1953; and the extracts from the United 
States Testing Co., Inc., January 28, 
1953.

The extracts with which I was supplied 
are the following:
(Sacramento Air Material Area Teletype No. 

SMMPF-9-102, relative to battery protecto- 
charge tests]

SEPTEMBER 29, 1948.
COMMANDING GENERAL, SACRAMENTO AIR MA 

TERIAL AREA, 
McClellan Air Force Base, Sacramento,

Calif.: 
(Att.: SMM.)

1. In reply to subject teletype, authority 
Is granted to conduct test as requested. It is 
suggested that a comparison test be con 
ducted using a like number of batteries ;ot
-the types being tested but without protector 
charge treatment. Copies of appropriate! 
battery specifications.- are being enclosed tor 
use as a guide in accomplishing tests.

2. It Is requested that this headquarters 
be advised, Attn: MCMMXT31, relative, to 
test conclusions.

By command of General McNarney: 
JAMES L. JACKSON, 

Colonel, USAF, Chief, Maintenance 
Technical Section, Maintenance 
Division.

* * • • • 
Specific gravity at end ol test 1.180, tem 

perature 62° P.
(c) In view of the above results and the 

condition the battery was In at the start of 
the service test, lead acid batteries that have 
been treated may be stored for a period of 6 
mouths with no detrimental effects. Sulfa- 
.tion in this case has had no effect on the cell 
as the above charge data revealed the cell did 
.take and hold a charge. The capacity output 
of this cell Is excellent.

(d) Negative cell opened for Internal in 
spection, positive plates were deep rich 
brown in color with the active material soft 
and tight to the grid,'the grid was soft and 
very clean. Positive grid bar was clean of 
chip sulfatlon that forms on the grid bar. 
The active material in the negative plates 
was medium gray In color, tight to the grid. 
Grid and grid bar was very clean and showed 
no signs of sulfatlon.
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It takes 3 years from the time funds are 

appropriated until battle-ready air units are 
in flight. Those years are eaten up making 
designs and plans, tools and factories; by 
producing, testing, and perfecting planes and 
their Intricate equipment; by training men 
and units. Today's mistakes are tomorrow's 
tragedies.

Let's look at yesterday's mistakes: 
1948: Beds take over Czechoslovakia. 

Russians refuse to allow U. N. commission 
in North Korea. New Selective Service Act 
passed. United States Air Force down to 38 
groups, understaffed, poor equipment.

Russia estimated to make A-bomb In 4 
years. Presidential and congressional com 
missions study United States air power; es 
tablish 70 groups as minimum; to be combat 
ready 1952. Budget passed. Berlin airlift. 
Air Force fights "hot" cold war for year. 
Money for 70 groups goes to airlift. Presi 
dent Truman refuses relief. 

Hlpplty-hop, hlpplty-hop. 
1949: Alrshlft still on. NATO treaty 

signed. We agree to go to assistance NATO 
nations. President Truman limits defense 
budget. Only partial mobilization of 48 Air 
Force groups possible. Congress passes 
funds over President's head. Truman Im 
pounds money.

Hlpplty-hop, hlppity-hop. 
Still 1949: Defense Secretary Johnson 

launches wild economy wave. Forty-eight- 
group Air Force endangered.

September 1949: Russia explodes A-bomb. 
Military leaders declare United States must 
be mobilized by 1954. Air Force should go 
Into full production to meet that goal. 

Hlpplty-hop, hlpplty-hop. 
Communists invade South Korea. Joint 

Chief of Staff ask for 95-group Air Force. 
1951: Korean war continues. Senator Lodge 
calls for Air Force with 150 combat groups 
plus other supporting air units. General 
Vandenberg wants 163 groups. Defense Sec 
retary Lovett forces JCS compromise—143- 
group Air Force. Target date, June 30, 1954. 

Hippity-hop, hlpplty-hop. 
1952: No peace in Korea. Danger date of 

1954 closer. NATO Council meets in Lis 
bon. West German Peace Contract signed. 
Communist danger Increases. President 
Truman starts stretchout. Air Force target 
date moved forward to 1955, might not be 
reached by then.

Hlpplty-hop, hlpplty-hop, that has been 
our kangaroo policy for building an Air Force, 
our prime deterrent against Soviet aggres 
sion.

We have never set a goal based on a com 
petent military analysis of what security 
necessitates. We have not moved steadily 
and purposefully toward such a goal.

Instead we have put fiscal policies ahead 
of military strategy and changed our minds 
so many times that our whole aircraft pro 
curement program has been corrupted by in 
decision.

This newspaper fought that kangaroo 
policy all through.the Truman admlnlstra- , 
tlon. General Elsenhower criticized it in his 
campaign. We hope that his administra 
tion will not follow the advice of those who 
would continue It, who would cut down the 
flow of plans, funds, materials, and men who 
are building tomorrow's Air Force today.

Fortunately there are Massachusetts men 
standing guard. In the past we have had 
Senator Lodge. Now we have Senator SAL- 
TONTALL, top military expert In the Senate: 
as head of the Armed Service Committee. 

And the architect who Is working di 
rectly with President Elsenhower to build 
the National Security Council into an effec 
tive policy-making body Is Boston's Robert 
Cutler. As a banker he knows the impor 
tance of economy, as a citizen-soldier he 
knows the greater importance of defense.

With the vision and courage of these men 
the administration can reject the easy way 
of false economy and create a positive pro 
gram of steady military growth.

A2199
The Submerged Lands Issue

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. JOHN F. KENNEDY
OF MASSACHUSETTS

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Monday, April 27, 1953

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Appendix of the RECORD an excellent 
editorial entitled "Let's Get Interested," 
published in the Springfield Daily News 
of Tuesday, April 21, 1953. It discusses 
the submerged lands joint resolution 
now pending before the Senate.

There being no objection, the edi 
torial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows:

LET'S GET INTERESTED
The small but determined band of Sena 

tors who have been waging war for the past 
3 weeks on the so-called tidelands giveaway 
bill have been fighting two opponents. One 
of them is the administration; the other Is 
public apathy.

The electorate at large Just can't seem to 
get interested in the fact that the adminis 
tration blandly proposes to take away a large 
slice of the national wealth and give It .to 
a few States who happen to have big de 
posits of offshore oil within their constitu 
tional boundaries.

If the public gets Interested, and It cer 
tainly should, it will write letters to Its 
Congressmen. The Congressmen, in turn, 
will bring pressure to bear on the adminis 
tration. If the administration remains 
stubborn, as it has shown every Indication 
that It will, the Congress can still have its 
own way In the matter.

Toward producing this desired end, Sen 
ator JOHN F. KENNEDY, of Massachusetts, 
presented a set of statistics in his maiden 
Senate speech which ought to help bring 
some of the suboceanic oil from our western 
and southern coastlines right into ev«ery Bay 
State home. This Is not Just a matter of 
Isolated Interest. It affects every one of us, 
and Senator KENNEDY estimates that the 
multi-billion-dollar gift to the 2 or 3 States 
Involved, will mean that the Federal Gov 
ernment would be taking from $310 to $1,875 
from every resident of Massachusetts.

Oil Is, and should remain, a national prop 
erty. Quite apart from the basic principles, 
which are a part of our concept of democracy, 
the Federal Government has absolutely no 
constitutional nor ethical right to take from 
the many to give to the few. This is usurpa 
tion of authority beyond the limits of that 
authority. There is no sense to the proposal, 
and no reason for it. There are, however, a 
good many reasons against It.

One of the most serious is an infringement 
on personal rights and privileges. If the 
Federal Government, present or future, finds 
it can do as it pleases with our national 
resources, the day will most surely come 
when those resources will wind up in hands 
that are not to be trusted.

We do not say that this is the case at 
present, but why take unnecessary chances 
with something so vital to our national and 
International life? By leaving the authority 
over the tidelands oil where it is at present, 
in the hands of the Government, which 
means in the hands of all the people, we can 
at least be reasonably sure that there won't 
be any shenanigans with !(;.

The big and wealthy oil lobbies are doing 
their level best to wrest the tidelands wealth 
away from the Federal Government and 
place it in the hands of the States. Lobbies 
are not notorious for their lack of self-inter 
est. They are designed, set up, and operated

for one purpose—to benefit some person, or 
.some group of persons, in particular.

From this angle alone, we should view this 
gigantic giveaway plan with distrust and 
alarm. It has been said, and more than once, 
that any State legislature Is easier to deal 
with than the National Legislature. Why do 
the big oil interests want it that way? For 
the good of all the people? A likely story.

This newspaper completely opposes de 
priving the American people of any part of 
their birthright, and that Is exactly what the 
administration Is proposing. The Supreme 
Court of the United States has opposed it, 
and we,suggest that the time to stop this 
Infiltration of our basic privileges as Ameri 
can citizens Is right now, before it gets out 
of hand.

No Toad for Ike

EXTENSION OP REMARKS
OF

HON. WALTER H.JUDD
OF MINNESOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 23, 1953

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, one of the 
great qualities of President Eisenhower 
is his genuine humanness. The people 
recognized it during the campaign and 
they feel it now. He is a man you like 
to know. He has brought a spirit of 
friendliness and homely virtue to the 
White House in keeping with the true 
spirit of America. With all the burdens 
of his great office on his shoulders, one 
.still gets the feeling that he has time to 
think of things like campfires burning, 
a hike in the woods, and a wild stream 
where trout abound. Something of how 
Ike affects ordinary people like you and 
me is contained in the following editorial 
from the Hokah Chief, weekly paper at 
Hokah, Houston County, Minn.: 

No TOAD FOB IKE
When one is President of the United States, 

he Is "mighty and alone," said a woman last 
week. Now it appears he is so alone he 
cannot even have a toad. In preparation for 
the first children's party at the White House 
since the new residents have moved In one 
little boy who was invited went out into 
the Potomac woods and caught a toad as a 
special gift for the new President. He placed 
the toad in a biscuit tin with hole punched 
In It and carried It around with him until 
the party began. However, a woman found 
out about the toad, took the boy out to a 
nearby park and put on the pressure.

Said the woman, "We sat down on a bench 
and I talked to him emotionally and with 
deep feeling about the future of the toad. 
I pointed to the White House and asked: 
•Is that the place for a toad?' The President 
goes to work early, and he sees a lot of people 
all day. The toad will waste away and die." 
After a few minutes of this sort of talk, the 
boy weakened and opened the. biscuit tin.

We can see no reason why Ike shouldn't 
have a toad and anyone who has watched 
him or seen him knows that behind his 
genially serious face there Is a touch of the 
Huck Finn spirit. And many men and boys 
have found there is nothing like a good toad 
around the house. Toads eat less than dogs 
and they don't bark at friends. Further 
more, instead of shooing them out of the 
dining room when the soup is put on, you 
can Just pop them in your vest pocket. And 
it is less expense to build a toadhouse 
than a doghouse.

If the woman had kept her big nose out 
of the picture, it's a sure bet that Ike would 
have accepted the toad.
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AMVETS Charge Some Hospital Insur- 
ance Companies Defraud Veterans and 
Taxpayers

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF

HON. MELVIN PRICE
Of ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OP REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, April 27, 1953

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, under leave 
to extend my remarks in the RECORD, I 
include herewith an article entitled 
"Miller Tells Gray Insurance Firms De 
fraud Veterans," which appeared in the 
National AMVETS of the April 1953 is 
sue:

MILLER TELLS GRAY INSURANCE FIRMJ 
DEFRAUD VETERANS

WASHINGTON.—AMVETS this month 
charged a number of hospital Insurance com 
panies with defrauding veterans and Amer 
ican taxpayers of more than $3 million.

In a letter to VA Administrator Carl R. 
Gray, National Commander Marshall E. Mil 
ler urged Gray to contact all State governors 
asking them to consult with their State In 
surance officials and investigate the situa-

Mlller's action was the result ol a VA re 
port which stated that It was unable to col 
lect more than $3,500,000 annually from cer« 
tain hospital Insurance companies for treat 
ment re'ndered veterans In VA hospitals.

Miller called on the VA chief to make every 
effort to recover part of the cost of hospltali- 
zatlon of veterans from any hospltallzatlon 
Insurance policies which such veterans may 
carry.

COMPANIES SHOULD PA?

He said, "It is a simple matter of sound 
public morals to expect any Insurance com 
pany which collects a premium for hospital 
Insurance to pay any hospital which renders 
service when an Insured risk occurs."

Some hospltallzatlon insurance companies 
have refused to pay claims on the basis of 
clauses In their policies which relieve them 
of liability If the insured veteran receives 
what the companies term as free hospitallza- 
tion in VA hospitals. __

Commander Miller said that AMVETS does 
not consider any hospital treatment as free 
since someone has to pay for it and in this 
case the insurance companies are shifting 
the burden to the American taxpayer.

Miller pointed out that many reputable 
Insurance companies do pay these claims 
when billed by the VA.

However, In the case of the other com 
panies who refuse to pay. Miller asked Gray 
to request State governors to investigate 
and take action on the matter.

Miller also requested a list of companies 
refusing to pay claims. He said the list 
would be circulated among AMVETS and 
urged all members of the organization to 
carefully study any hospltallzatlon policies 
they now carry.

Submerged Lands

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. ESTES KEFAUVER
OF TENNESSEE

IN THE SENATE OP THE UNITED STATES
Monday, April 27, 1953

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed

In the Appendix of the RECORD a very 
thoughtful editorial in opposition to the 
submerged lands joint resolution, known 
as the Holland joint resolution. The 
editorial was published in the Chatta 
nooga Times.

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows:

So MUCH Is AT STAKE
Nobody seems to be paying a great deal 

of attention to the drone of the Senate de 
bate on the submerged oil lands bill. Even 
the Senators duck out in droves as Members 
deliver their prepared arguments in meas 
ured tones. There is no sense of urgency 
surrounding the Chamber's consideration of 
the measure, no apparent realization of the 
vital Importance of what is at stake.

The value goes far beyond the untold 
wealth of oil waiting to be pumped from, 
beneath the sea, however fabulous It might 
be. Of greater concern is the emerging pat 
tern of policy covering this Nation's natural 
resources which, we are beginning to un 
derstand, are not limitless after all. The 
pattern Is not rigidly set; administration 
spokesmen back and fill on specific Issues, 
but In general they show a willingness to go 
along with the relaxation of Federal controls 
over natural wealth. And there are those 
who are eager to take advantage of every 
sign of softness.

Legislation has been introduced in Con 
gress, for Instance, to grant all minerals and 
mineral rights In the public lands of the 
United States to the States where they are 
located, A move has been started to place 
control of public grazing lands in private 
hands. Former President Hoover talks of 
"deemplring" the Government in the field 
of power production, an attitude which, in 
cidentally, has been rejected by Secretary 
McKay. The point is, however, that selfish 
interests are ready to grab at everything la 
sight.

Federal action against ruthless and de 
structive exploitation of natural resources 
has behind it the tradition of half a century 
of farsighted efforts. The Reclamation Act 
dates back to 1902, the Forest Service to 
1905, and the General Dam Act to guide and 
govern waterpower development to 1906. 
And, in 1933, the TVA Act gave specific rec 
ognition to the inter-relationship of re 
sources.

Even so, we have seen our natural wealth 
shrink beneath the impact of war demands 
and of shoddy management. It has only 
been In the last few years that demonstrable 
progress has been made toward the effective 
conservation of the resources we have left 
and the replenishment of those which can 
be replaced.

No wonder that Oscar Chapman, former 
Secretary of the Interior, raises his voice to 
warn that this Is everybody's fight—no one 
Is unaffected. He urged the establishment 
of a commission to inventory and appraise 
our nationally held natural resources before 
proceeding with a program to dispose of 
them. No businessman in his right mind 
would enter into a deal to dispose of prop 
erties without knowing exactly what those 
properties contain and how much they are 
worth.

It Is a sensible recommendation. The 
wealth belongs to all the people; they should 
know what is involved. As Mr. Chapman 
says: "The Federal Government should use 
Its powers to protect the interests of all the 
people in their great national heritage, and 
not just some of the people. If we ever lose 
sight of that we will have lost our greatest 
resource of all."

Fiftieth Anniversary: St. Michael Arch 
angel Society, Lodge 630, of the Polish 
National Alliance

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF

HON. THOMAS J. LANE
OF MASSACHUSETTS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, April 27, 1953

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, under leave 
to extend my remarks, I wish to include 
the following address which I delivered 
at the 50th anniversary banquet, St. 
Michael Archangel Society. Lodge 630. 
of the Polish National Alliance, on Sun 
day, April 26, 1953, at Lynn, Mass.

The Communists don't like to see Polish 
societies celebrating their 50th year of prog 
ress like yours is doing today.

They are bothered by the saints who are 
above their control.

It is encouraging to note that your chap 
ter of the Polish National Alliance has been 
In business longer than the politburo.

It will continue to flourish centuries after 
the Russian people have turned out the 
Kremlin gang and the curse of communism 
Is banished from the earth.

In Korea today there are thousands of 
men with Polish blood In their veins who are 
winning the fight to stop aggression In Its 
tracks.

Yet Poland is nearer to us in distance and : 
closer to us In spirit.

Why aggression was not halted In Poland, 
where It first violated the post-war peace, 
Is a question that Is unanswered because 
pride and partisanship and petty men will 
not own up to the mistakes that were made.

In January 1942, 46 governments of the 
.world, including Soviet Russia, signed the 
Atlantic Charter. This promised that all 
peoples would have the right to select their 
own form of government. The charter be 
came the battle cry of the free world In its 
fight against Hitler and his fellow dictators.

When the war had ended in victory, the 
Soviets betrayed the Atlantic Charter. By 
fraud and force Soviet-trained agents were 
set up as the Government of Poland and the 
process of crushing Poland began.

We believed In the Russian promise to live 
up to the charter.

That was our first blunder.
Then we rushed pell-mell to Junk our 

maglftcent military machine.
That was the second tragic error.
When we woke up, shodtly after, Poland 

and other nations had been engulfed by 
Communist imperialism, and it was too late 
to help. For several years there was much 
worry in Washington whether we would be 
able to build up our own -defenses again and 
in time.
' Those were the anxious days when we were 
completely on the defensive; so weak that 
we couldn't speak up for the captive nations. 
The Voice of America was without strength 
to be heard.

We had the A-bomb but no air force.
Most of our Navy was in mothballs.
Our soldiers, sailors,- and airmen were 

civilians again.
Then came the sudden assault on Korea—• 

directed from Moscow.
This naked aggression was the test. Rus 

sia was reaching out boldly to take over more 
nations. Either we looked the other way, as 
we did with Poland, or we stood our ground. 
It was a hard decision to make because we 
were not prepared.

We accepted the challenge.
That was a great and courageous stand to 

make under the circumstances.
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Tidelands Oil

EXTENSION OP REMARKS

HON. HENRY M. JACKSON
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THIS SENATE OP THE UNITED STATES

Tuesday, April 28, 1953
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Appendix of the RECORD an article on 
the subject of tidelands oil, from the St. 
Louis Post-Dispatch under date of April 
28, 1953.

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows:

Senator David A. Hees, St. Louis, Democrat, 
Introduced a resolution In the Missouri Sen 
ate—Missouri opposing the Holland offshore 
oil bill and favoring the Hill amendment. 
The Hess resolution says:

"It Is obvious that these vast natural re 
sources belong to all the people . and not 
wholly to those residents in States bordering 
the sea." .

If the resources were exhausted, the reso 
lution continues, every State would be com 
pelled to contribute to the cost of discourag 
ing and developing new sources of supply.

Post-Dispatch today applauds this resolu 
tion in an editorial entitled "Missouri's 
Chance To Speak Up."

Senator Hess, of St. Louis, has introduced a 
resolution which should receive the proper 
attention of the Missouri Senate. It opposes 
the legislation pending In the United States 
Senate to turn over the Nation's offshore oil 
reserves to the 3 States of California,.Texas, 
and Louisiana. The people 'of the United 
States says Hess' resolution "will be better 
served if the oil reserves are controlled by the 
Federal Government for the welfare of all 
citizens."

• It is late and the United States Senate may 
very well act before Missouri's Senate can 
speak. But the voice of this State lawmak- 

. ers utter In opposition to the give away can 
not-but have a good effect. Several other 
States have already spoken to the same pur 
pose.

If Missouri's voice makes only 1 Senator 
at Washington stop and reconsider, it will be 
well worthwhile. It will, furthermore, stand 
as a warning against proposed further raids 
on the public domain. Even if it were only 
for the record, it would be worth doing.

May the Hess resolution quickly become 
the official resolution of Missouri's Senate.

Religious Persecution In Poland

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. EVERETT M. DIRKSEN
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE SENATE OP THE UNITED STATES

Monday, April 27, 1953
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, re 

cently at a mass meeting in Chicago held 
at the Northwest Armory, Gen. Kazi- 
mierz Sosnkowski made an addres's at 
a protest rally against religious persecu 
tion in Poland, which I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the Appendix 
of the RECORD.

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows:
ADDRESS BY GEN. KAZIMIERZ SOSNKOWSKI AT 

PROTEST RALLY ACAIKST RELIGIOUS PERSECU 
TION IN POLAND, HELD ON MARCH 22, 1953, 
AT NORTHWEST ARMORY, CHICAGO, ILL. 
I am deeply thrilled as I look upon the 

thousands gathered here from all corners 
of Chicago to participate in this rally. I 
look upon you and I know that our hearts 
beat at this moment in perfect rhythm and 
our thoughts fly in unison across oceans to 
our unhappy motherland, the land of your 
fathers and forefathers. Today, in faraway 
Poland, after liquidation of Independent po 
litical parties, after the breaking down of 
the intelligentsia, after crushing underfoot 
of everything that is of the past and tradi 
tion, after enslavement of the arts and 
.sciences, after conquering economic and so 
cial life, now comes the turn to storm the 
citadels and souls of the youth, to conquer 
the soil-loving peasants and last, but not 
least, to attack the last and strongest re 
doubts—the Catholic Church.

We are gathered here today, in order to 
declare to the whole free world, a protest in 
deepest conviction against the terrible per 
secution of religion and the church in Po 
land. We hold hope that the echos of to-, 
day's manifestation will reach our old coun 
try. At this time when our brothers and 
sisters In Poland are holding out alone in 
defense of the soul of the nation, the knowl 
edge that we here in the largest community 
of Polish Americans are with them with 
heart and thought, will surely be a stimu 
lus to them and will give them strength to 
resist.

The history of the Polish nation from the 
very beginning is linked with the life and 
development of the church and Catholicism. 
All the Important and most beautiful mo 
ments lived by our nation were linked in 
some kind of religious thought and action: 
It is impossible to recount in a short speech 
the countless examples of how the Catholic 
church in Poland and the Polish nation 
fought and suffered side by side while build- 
Ing and strengthening national, economic, 
and spiritual foundations of the country.

The often-repeated phrase "Poland was 
the bulwark of Christendom," takes on a 
new and deeper meaning today, after so 
many battles of the Polish soldier with 
modern paganism and in the face of present 
religious persecutions in Poland. -

Over the span of a thousand years our 
history is entwined with religion and many 
were the battles fought by Poland in de 
fense of Christianity. Centuries ago the 
flower of Polish knighthood fell with Prince 
Henry the Pious at Lignica In stemming the 
advance on Europe of the Mongol hordes. 

Later in history came the beautiful and 
inspiring unification of three Catholic coun 
tries—Poland, Lithuania, and Ruthenla, 
sealed by the treaty of Horodle. The prer 
amble of that historic document announced: 
"Every true act of God is based on brotherly 
and Christian Jove and therefore, all of us, 
prompted by this love, desire union between 
our nations."

And then later, when Europe was threat 
ened by the power of the crescent, Poland 
alone for nearly 200 years fought continuous 
battles in defense of the church and 
Christian civilization. The might of the 
advancing Turks was crushed at Vienna by 
Polish King Jan Sobieski in 1683. This great 
victory brought no gains to Poland and little 
or no thanks and .praise from the European 
nations. But this Christian deed by Poland 
will live on in our history as a shining 
example of our contribution to the defense 
of western civilization.

There are many shining lights throughout 
Polish history .bearing names of illustrious 
churchmen; in fact, too many to mention 
here. They stand honored beside our mili

tary heroes as saviours of our Nation in times 
of greatest crises.

History repeats itself peculiarly, but the 
prime character of Russian imperialism, 
whether white or red, always remains the. 
same. About 200 years ago the Russian ag 
gressor through its Ambassador to Poland 
abducted two church leaders from the Polish 
diet in session, the senators and patriots. 
Bishops Soltyfc and Puzyna, and deported 
them .into deep Russia. Today's religious 
persecutions in Poland, trials of clergymen, 
arrests and deportation of bishops, are in 
tended by order of Moscow as a preparation 
for transfer of Poland to the 18th Soviet 
republic.

Communism having gained complete rule 
in Poland is now attacking' the strongest 
outpost which is the church. The Commu 
nists are reaching out to gain the soul of 
the Polish Nation through persecution of 
religion.

I know that today's protest rally will be 
made known to the people of Poland for it 
it being recorded on tape for transmission 
to that enslaved country by both the Voice 
of America and Radio Free Europe. What 
we declare here in Chicago will give our 
Polish brethren in Poland encouragement 
to resist all persecutions. We shall tell them 
that we are with them in heart and thought. 
Today's religious persecution in Poland, ar 
rests and deportations of priests and bishops 
on order from Moscow is another step in the 
planned incorporation of Poland into U. S. 
S. R. as the 18th Republic. America will 
save the world through its material power 
and its spiritual forces, the symbol of which 
is the sign of the cross.

Home on the Range

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF

HON. WAYNE N. ASPINALL
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OP REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 21, 1953

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, under 
leave to extend my remarks in the REC 
ORD, I include the following editorial 
from the Washington Post of April 17, 
1953, entitled "Home on the Range."

Mr. Speaker, the editorial raises storm . 
signals on a piece of legislation which 
is before the Congress at .this time— 
H. R. 4023. Before it is time for Con 
gress to make its decision upon this leg 
islation, I am concerned chiefly that my 
colleagues shall be fully advised as to 
the issues involved. It has always been 
the policy of our Federal Government 
to place its lands into private ownership 
as soon as possible. However, it has 
never been its policy, with but few excep 
tions such as the Teapot Dome matter 
and other isolated instances, to place 
its property into private ownership at 
the expense of our citizens, individually 
and collectively. I am hopeful that the 
Members of Congress will study this par 
ticular legislative proposal very care 
fully. The basic issue involved is very 
simple; that is, the public interest versus 
private profit. Our chief concern should 
be to see that the Federal Government 
receives value in return and that the 
interests of the public, generally, are 
protected. The editorial follows: 

HOME .ON THE RANGE
Now that the bills to give away offshore oil 

are well advanced, a new sort of land grab
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We've got to face up to realities and broad 
cast the fact that America's No. 1 fuel indus 
try is in danger ot collapse.

For too lorig now we have whispered to 
one another that the coal Industry is sick. 
Free and open discussion has been taboo 
because nearly everybody feared it would 
make matters worse.

It's time we throw caution to the 
winds and tell the country what's happen-, 
ing in their biggest coal-producing State. 
When the President thinks the coal industry 
is enjoying prosperity how can other people 
be expected to know otherwise?

Bituminous coal production is more than 
20 percent below the level of last year, which 
was considered a poor year, and coal-using 
Industries are making conditions worse in 
the wake of peace talks in Korea by can 
celing orders and digging into the Nation's 
80-million-ton stockpile.

In 3 months, says Joseph E. Moody, presi 
dent of the Southern Coal Producers' Associ 
ation, 14 mines employing 2,500 workers 
closed. Prior to that time 51 mines in West 
Virginia ceased operations, says Walter B. 
Thurmond, an official of the West Virginia 
Coal Association.

What has all this done to the economy? 
In this State, where 2 out of every 3 people 
depend either directly or indirectly on the 
mining of coal, dire things are happening. '

Approximately '1,500 miners have been 
thrown out of work in 2 of 3 United Mine 
Workers districts. Other miners have been 
reduced to a subsistence living standard by 
1-, 2-, and 3-day work weeks. Railroads, 
three of them depending on coal mining for 
more than 50 percent of their tonnage, have 
laid off shopmen and train crews. * 

• All kinds of businesses have closed their 
doors. Others are hard put to make ends 
meet. Miners are leaving West Virginia for 
Jobs in defense industry. Churches cannot 
pay their pastors. Tax revenue is dwindling, 
and government agencies are wondering how 
they will build roads, keep schools open for 
full terms, and operate other vital services.

West Virginia borders on a first-rate reces 
sion in a country rolling along on the crest 
of prosperity, and all indicators point to a 
worsening situation. Unless, of course, Con 
gress comes to the aid of the coal industry.

The reasons for the slump in coal sales 
are fourfold:

1. A cutback In coal exports. Last year's 
export total was 26 million tons, 8 million 
tons below 1951. Exports this year are ex 
pected to drop even more.

2. A mild winter.
3. Competition from other domestic fuels.
4. A sharp increase In imports of residual 

oil. Some 126 million barrels of this oil, 
used as fuel for Industrial furnaces, were 
imported last year, and no abatement In 
residual flow is anticipated this year.

We can't shove coal down the throats of 
foreign countries, weather is a province of 
the heavenly bodies, and competition from 
other fuels Is in the fine old free-enterprise 
tradition. Congress cant be expected to in 
terfere there. But foreign residual oil is an 
other matter. Congress should limit the 
dumping of this cheap oil for national secu 
rity's sake as well as the economic well-being 
of coal-producing States.

L. Ebersole Galnes, former president of the 
National Coal Association and present head 
of the West Virginia Coal Association, warned 
a congressional committee 3 years ago what 
would happen If this indiscriminate dump- 
Ing of foreign residual oil was not stopped. 
He said:

"Employment is decreasing, mines are be 
ing allowed to go out of production and are 
being dismantled, and the transportation fa 
cilities, of course, are seriously affected.

"If this foreign oil continues to be dumped, 
coal mines will go out of existence, coal 
miners will be scattered, and should a sud 
den need arise for an unlimited supply of

fuel such as arose in World Wars I and n, 
when even oil refineries in the United States 
used coal for fuel, fuel and industrial energy 
will not be available."

Coal mines cannot be kept in storage, 
Gaines told the Senate Subcommittee on La 
bor and Public Welfare. If unused, they de 
teriorate and are gone in a short time, and 
from 1 to 2 years are required to open up a 
new mine.

Gaines' voice was but a cry In the wilder 
ness 3 years ago. There was prosperity every 
where then, or so it seemed, for the Korean 
war had Just started. Neither we in West 
Virginia nor people elsewhere heeded his 
warning. But he prophesied right.

Recession has come, and grave industrial 
dislocations are in the making. We in Amer 
ica's greatest coal-producing State must 
sound the warning. We owe it to our coun 
try as well as ourselves to tell the true story 
about the ailing monarch, Old King Coal.

Double Dealer

EXTENSION OP REMARKS
OP

HON. F. EDWARD HEBERT
-OP LOUISIANA

IN THE SOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, April 28, 1953

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, there Is 
nothing that I can say which would add 
to the following editorial which appeared 
in the New Orleans Times-Picayune of 
last Sunday.

This editorial says everything on the 
subject there is to say and says it in such 
a way that Editor George W. Healy, Jr., 
of the Times-Picayune, should be very 
proud.

If certain people in the other body 
across the hall should happen to read 
this editorial, there should be some very 
crimson faces.

Here is the editorial:
DOUBLE DEALER

Whatever else 3 weeks' senatorial "debate" 
on the submerged lands bill has done, it 
has served to show up the opposition New 
Deal faction in several unfavorable but not 
too surprising aspects. Scarcely any Impar 
tial student would fail to describe the pro 
longed, tiring, time-killing, continuous 
round of opposition speeches as a filibuster, 
particularly because of the host of irrele- 
vancies introduced by some material-shy 
speakers.

But the New Deal group Is opposed, on 
principle, to the filibuster, and cannot bring 
itself to admit that that is what is being at 
tempted. A growing number have gone on 
record, in what amounts to an Insult of pub 
lic intelligence, with outright denial. Among 
Senators who do not profess the highmind- 
edness and civic-social sanctity of New Deal 
ers, such flouting of demonstrable fact is 
regrettable but not wounding. But you 
wouldn't exjSect it of our modern nobility. 
Or would you?

To find Senator DOUGLAS, one of the few of 
the Romans on whom the toga of virtue has 
not appeared too crudely draped, Joining re 
peatedly in the "Tain't so" chorus, elicits 
even from those who differ with him a 
mournful "Et tu, Paule!"

It is hazardous to plumb the psyche of a 
faction. But that faction was on public dis 
play for more years than we care to re 
member, unhampered by fear that Its "tax; 
hijack, borrow, squander, preach" tactics 
ever would be brought to book. Is It too un 
fair to suggest that playing both sides of tho

street (as in the case of a filibuster) .and as 
suming that the public Is too dumb to un 
derstand, are part and parcel of that pseudo- 
cleverness which seems to stamp the pseudo- 
liberal of today? .

No one objected to the right of the tide- 
lands grabbers to spread on the record the 
voluminous bulk of their oft-told objections 
to States' ownership, and their dreams of 
more socialized spending (which conflict ma 
terially with the conservation angle also 
drummed up). They have run out of things 
to say and their choice has long been plain: 
filibuster or vote.

Only on compelling matters of national 
security should debate-closing in the Senate 
be made easier. But the New Dealers, and 
some others, want all or nothing. Say they 
in effect: If a rule Is good In most cases, it 
Is good in all; and unless it be changed, then 
the country, if necessary, must burn while 
Nero gabbles.

Poll Results

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. E. C. GATHINGS
OF ARKANSAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 28, 1953
Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Speaker, a poll 

of the people in the First Congressional 
District of Arkansas on questions of far- 
reaching concern both domestically and 
internationally has just been concluded. 
Questionnaires were sent out to all box 
holders, rural, and star-route patrons in 
the 10-county district. The response of 
the constituents was phenomenal.

The purpose of the poll was two-phase, 
the principal of which was to make a 
determination of the thinking, opinions, 
and attitudes of those who resided in the 
First Arkansas District to arrive at con 
clusions on vital issues within limits and 
in accordance with one's own best judg 
ment, another factor being to stimulate 
the people's interest in public affairs. 
The questions asked and the results of 
the poll are as follows:

[Percent)

1. Do you favor applying greater 
pressure and intensifying our 
efforts in Korea as a means of

2. Do you favor blockading Conv

3. Do you favor continuing arms

4. Do you favor a defense pact in 
the Pacific area similar to the 
NATO?.. ....................

fi. Do you favor Federal expendi 
tures for the point 4 program 
for the development of back-

6. Do you favor cutting the budget

7. Do you favor reduction in de 
fense spending which would 
delay the planned 143-wing 
Air Force as well as the de 
velopment of the atomic en-

g. Do you favor the continuation 
of price supports at 00 percent

8. Do you favor the sliding scale 
support plan under which the 
support price is smaller when 
the supply of the commodity 

.•;* Increases?................ .....

Yes

90-7

oo. e
86.4

74.8

48.0
64.4

11.9

7S.8

41.1

No

6.6
7.2

10.9

11.8

47.6
3<X6

88,6

S3. 2

62.2

Unde 
cided

Q A

2.3
2.7

13.4

8.4
8.0

13

a.i

6.1
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on the protest the legislator made to the 
Department of Defense concerning the drop 
ping of Indlantown Gap Military Reserva 
tion as a Federal training 'center.. '

"The Government means business," 
MUMMA said, "In Its plans for trimming the 
national budget."
. He pointed out that the Army has prom 
ised a written report on Its review of the 
case Involving withdrawal from Indlantown 
Gap, but Indicated the outlook for a re 
versal of Its previous decision Is dim.

This was confirmed this, morning when 
Army officials In Washington announced 
they are going ahead with plans to deacti 
vate the reservation as a Federal training 
post.

Other Informed sources said that more 
than three additional military installations 
will be closed. Prominently mentioned are 
such places as Camp Pickett, Va., and Fort 
Ord, Calif.
• That the termination of Federal troop 
training at Indlantown Gap Is part of. a 
nationwide program of retrenchment was 
emphasized when a complete list of military 
Installations already closed was given the 
Lebanon Daily News by Congressman 
MTTMMA.
• They are Fort Lawton, Fort Flagler, and 
Fort Warden, all In the State of Washing-
•ton; Camp Edwards, Mass.; Camp Drum, 
N. Y.; Fort Hancock, N. J.; Camp McCoy, 
Wls.; Camp Cooke, Calif.; Fort Huachuca, 
Arlz.; Fort Custer, .Mich.; and the Army 
transmitter station, Alexandria, Va.

Most of these camps are at least the size 
of Indiantown Gap and some are even big 
ger. A number of the forts were regarded 
as permanent Installations and their closing 
came as a complete surprise.

Army officials emphasized that Indlantown 
Gap Military Reservation will continue on 
a standby basis even though the Fifth In 
fantry Division will be deactivated.

It Is Indicated the summer training pro 
gram for National Guard and Reserve units
•will be intensified, which means Indiantown 
Gap Military Reservation will be busier than 
usual during the summer.

Congress and Tidelands

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
.OF

HON. PRICE DANIEL
; or TEXAS
•IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Thursday, May 7, 1953
• Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I ask 
.unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Appendix of the RECORD an editorial 
published in the Washington Star en 
titled "Congress and Tidelands."

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows:-

CONGRESS AND TIDELANDS
By an emphatic vote of 56 to 35, the 

Senate has now Joined the House In enacting 
legislation to settle the long-standing Fed 
eral-state controversy over the so-called 
tidelands. This has been one of the hot 
test of all our postwar domestic Issues, none 
of wtilch has been the subject of- more- mis 
representation or articulate Ignorance. To 
Understand that, It Is necessary only- to 
glance through the record of the pretentious 
month-long filibuster staged by .Mr. MORSB 
.ana what he has chosen to call—self-rlght- 
.eously—his "little band of liberals." 
.'. As 'n past Congresses, however, this "little
•oand of liberals" has utterly failed to con- 

the large bipartisan majority. If has

repeated all of the old hackneyed arguments 
against quitclaim legislation, all the old ex 
aggerations, all the old half-truths and dis 
tortions, all the old Impudent talk suggesting 
that men of honor and integrity could not 
vote for such legislation without tarring 
themselves with the brush of larceny against 
the Nation. But men of honor and integrity 
In both Houses, Democrats and Republicans 
alike, have nonetheless voted for it.-

Why? They have done so because of a 
firm conviction—a straightforward, sincere, 
altogether honest conviction—that the 
States chiefly involved in this issue are 
morally and legally entitled to ownership of 
the submerged lands and resources lying 
within their historic seaward boundaries. 
In the case of Texas and Florida, that means 
10Y2 miles out, while in the case of Louisi 
ana, California, and others, it means 3 miles 
out. As for the vast area of the Continental 
Shelf beyond—an area that contains the 
overwhelming bulk of the Nation's offshore 
wealth—both the Senate and House bills 
recognize that that belongs to the whole 
country under the trusteeship of the Fed 
eral Government.

The House bill—enacted in March by a 
.vote of 285 to 108—is better than the Senate 
bill In that it more clearly defines and de 
limits what belongs to the coastal States and 
what to the country as a whole. Further 
than that, it has the added virtue of pro 
viding specific authority for national de 
velopment of the resources in the Federal 
area. But these differences between the two 
versions can either be reconciled In con 
ference or taken care of by separate legis 
lation. The Important thing is that both 
point the way to a fair and equitable solu 
tion of an issue that has vexed the Nation 
'far too long.

Of course, the "little band of liberals" still 
cry that all this adds up to a gigantic and 
villainous "giveaway." And they say .dark 
things about how the issue will be carried 
again to the Supreme Court. But the Su 
preme Court has never ruled against the 
sort of action taken by the Senate and 
House. Actually, far from ruling against 
It, the Justices have left no room for doubt 
about-the power of Congress to enact such 
legislation. Accordingly, whatever litigation 
may ensue, and despite the vetoes of his 
predecessor, President Elsenhower will be on 
sound ground when he signs—as 
promised to—the quitclaim bill likely 
sent to him In the very near future.

• Farm Support Program and Eggs

EXTENSION OP REMARKS 
OF

HON. T. MILLET HAND
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, May 7,1953

Mr. HAND. Mr. Speaker, everyone 
wha is interested in the problems of 
agriculture, the farm support program, 
and particularly on poultry and eggs and 
other problems of the eastern farmer, 
should be interested in the attached ar 
ticle recently appearing in the Vineland 
Times Journal. Quoting the Wall Street 
Journal, Ben Leuchter then points out 
:the "squeeze" which the present program 
applies to the poultry and egg farmer,
•as well as the fact .that the support pro 
gram unjustly enriches the efficient 
'larmer and cannot do too much for the
•marginal farmer after all.
• A reexamination of this entire pro 
gram toward the end of its improvement

XCIX—App.-

and not its abolition seems desirable. 
The editorial follows:

EQUAL TREATMENT WANTED
Although New Jersey'egg producers haven't 

been too unhappy of late about the prices 
of their product, they are never sure when 
the sales value of a dozen eggs will take an 
unseasonal dip.

Since this newspaper's weekly poultry sec 
tion Is published today and mailed to many 
hundreds of poultrymen outside the Imme 
diate Vineland area who cannot receive it 
daily by carrier, we thought it relevant 'to 
discuss an editorial which appeared Wednes 
day in the Wall Street Journal.

"Down on the plantation, where the mule 
Is still king," the editorial started, "it costs 
about 2".9 cents a pound, exclusive of land 
costs, to grow and market a pound of cotton. 
Where the farm is partly mechanized, It 
costs 22.1 cents a pound. With fully mech 
anized operation, this cost drops to 13.5 
cents.

"These are the calculations of Dr. Grady 
B. Crowe, agricultural economist for the 
United States Department of Agriculture, 
and they show again the difficulties a gov 
ernment runs into when it tries to guaran 
tee 'fair' farm prices.

"What price is fair to what farnfer?" the 
newspaper asks. "Is the Government to set 
the support level high enough to guarantee 
a profit for the cotton farmer whose operat 
ing cost Is 27.9 cents a pound, thus keeping 
in production the most expensive producers 
and insuring tremendous profits for the 
progressive farmer who can turn it out at 
13.5 cents a pound?

"Or Is the Government to cut out the mar 
ginal producers? And if so, how does it de 
cide where Is the margin? What price level 
Is required by the economy, what by the po 
litical pressures of the moment.

"Our present farm price-support program 
is based on a price relationship 40 years old. 
The idea of parity is that the crops the farm 
er grows ought to be worth In terms of other 
goods what they were worth In the years 
1910 and 1914, without any regard for chang 
ing production methods or changing price 
relationships over a period of two genera 
tions.

"The result of this concept is Inevitably 
Just what we have in a hugely expensive 
farm program which hands out exhorbitant 
subsidies to some really efficient farmers and 
yet which, for all of its cost, still does not 
assure much profit for the least efficient 
farmers.

"The disparity in costs and profits among 
farmers is not limited to mechanization; it 
Is meshed with the whole science of farming 
and land use. In Mississippi, for instance, 
cotton yields average 380 pounds per acre; 
in Arizona 727 pounds per acre. The wide 
variations in yields can mean a difference 
in harvesting costs from a high of $24.50 a 
bale to a low of about $8.20 a bale.

"Most Government officials—indeed, most 
farmers themselves—have come to recognize 
that the price-support level is too high; the 
dramatic absurdities of the potato and but 
ter programs threaten In other fields. But 
when they seek some other standard for fair 
ness or some other historical period for 
parity they are as lost as under the present 
program.

"There may be some Justification for an 
absolute minimum price support to avoid 
sudden catastrophes. But basically there is 

vno governor other than the market place 
.which will match the Nation's requirements 
.for farm products with the maximum eco 
nomic use of our resources to supply those 
products."

One rarely'hears the poultry farmer plead 
ing for higher Government support prices. 
'He is willing to take his chances in the mar- 
•ket place, but what he objects to are sub 
sidies paid to grain farmers Which Increase

-153
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an abuse of the treaty power, and he further 
argued that It would restrict the Govern 
ment's freedom of action In foreign affairs 
to do so.

The Secretary went on to say that he still 
shares the concern of the many citizens who 
bring to the attention of the public their 
fears about the abuse of the treaty power, 
Just as he himself voiced them a year ago. 
But he explained: "I point out that the 
arousing of that concern was a correction of 
the evil."

Mr. Dulles said this evil Is corrected be 
cause the present administration will not 
use the treaty power to "effect Internal 
social changes." He said the present admin 
istration Is committed to the exercise of the 
treaty-making power "only within constitu 
tional limits," and that he does not believe 
"treaties should, or lawfully can, be used as 
a device to circumvent the constitutional 
procedures established In relation to what 
are essentially matters of domestic concern."

Then, to prove good faith, he said that the 
United States Qovernment, under the pres 
ent administration, would not sign the Con 
vention on Political Rights of Women or 
either of the proposed Covenants on Human 
Rights, nor will It press for ratification of 
the Genocide Convention.

It is fortunate that we have In office a 
President and a Secretary of State who rec 
ognize that there are dangers in the abuse 
of the treaty power and who are committed 
not to abuse it. But the recognition by Mr. 
Elsenhower and Mr. Dulles that the treaty 
power can be evilly used does not correct 
the evil that lies In the existence of the power 
to abuse.

For Mr. Elsenhower and Mr. Dulles can 
speak only for their administration. Their 
attitude toward the various proposed con 
ventions and covenants, for one example, is 
not that of the former administration and 
this administration's pledge Is not binding on 
the next one. Mr. Elsenhower and Mr. Dulles 
cannot bind future administrations any more 
than Mr. Truman could bind this one.

There has been much testimony before 
the Senate subcommittee in favor of an 
amendment to define the powers of treaties; 
two drafts of such.an amendment are now 
pending in Congress. The roots of this prob 
lem, as bur Mr. Fltzpatrick -recalls elsewhere 
on this page, go back far beyond the Elsen 
hower administration.

But in our opinion Mr. Dulles, In his state 
ment opposing such an amendment, is the 
most convincing witness of all for the need 
to safeguard the Constitution from encroach 
ment by treaty.

For what he really said was that we ought 
to depend not upon laws but upon men, and 
not upon constitutional restraints but upon 
the self-restraint of whoever may be in 
power at the moment.

For the present administration to say 
"these things are bad and they can be done, 
but we will not do them" Is net enough. It 
Is no guaranty that they will, not be done 
at some future date by different people. 
Simply to point out an evil is not to correct 
it. The way to correct an evil is to eliminate 
it. One does not just chase the red fox from 
the hencoop; one kills the fox so that he 
will not come back some other time.

Setting the Record Straight

EXTENSION OP REMARKS
OF

HON. WILLIS SMITH
OP NORTH CAROLINA

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Friday, May 8, 1953

Mr. SMITH of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent to

have printed in the Appendix ol the REC 
ORD an editorial from the Chapel Hill 
Weekly of May 7, 1953, published by Mr. 
Louis Graves, at Chapel Hill, N. C.

As a prefacing observation, I should 
like to identify Mr. Graves as one of 
North Carolina's most respected news 
papermen. No man, in or out of Mr. 
Graves' profession, will contest that 
statement.

Mr. Graves has a certain uniqueness 
about him which has won for him and 
his newspaper a distinct admiration, not 
only in my own State, but throughout 
the Nation, as well. The New York 
Times and many other leading publica 
tions often quote his writings, and thus 
manifestly subscribe to his philosophies, 
which are both considered and wise.

Louis Graves does not race with a 
clock. The Chapel Hill Weekly is not 
that sort of publication. Because he re 
mains calm and deliberative, he is not 
guilty of succumbing to intemperate 
journalistic emotionalism.

I pay tribute to Louis Graves here, not 
because he is in agreement with a posi 
tion taken by the Senate which I con 
sidered correct, but because I admire his 
intellectual honesty and sincerity. I 
think most Senators will appreciate that 
the editorial which follows is based on an 
awareness of the true facts, free from 
the rampant emotionalism which en 
gulfed the issue at hand.

I believe this editorial of Louis Graves 
can bring to the minds of those who were 
not able to follow in detail the argument 
over the 5 weeks, a certain understand 
ing of the so-called tidelands issue that 
has not been had by many persons who 
have not understood the import of some 
of the speeches made or the representa 
tions made on the floor of this body.

I believe Mr. Graves has done the ma 
jority of the Senate a great service in 
calling attention in his editorial column 
to some of the items, in the manner in 
which he has mentioned them.

Therefore, Mr. President, it- is with 
great pleasure that I ask that the edi 
torial by Louis Graves, as printed in his. 
newspaper, the Chapel Hill Weekly, of 
Chapel Hill, N. C., on May 7, 1953, be 
printed in the Appendix of the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows:

Keep on repeating a statement, dinning 
It into people's ears and putting It before 
their eyes in print day after day, and they 
will believe It without regard to whether it 
Is true or not. Hitler laid that dawn as one 
of the principles basic to successful govern 
ment, and many another man has acted upon 
it though he may not have been so frank In 
stating it.

A good illustration of the effect of ceaseless 
repetition Is the attack on the purpose of 
Congress, a purpose which may have been 
translated into action by the time these 
words appear, to clear the States' title to 
under-water land as far as 3 miles off-shore 
(10'/2 miles in the case of Texas and the 
west coast of Florida because of treaty rights 
existing when these States became part of 
the Union).

Only an infinitesimal proportion of the 
people of the United States have any knowl 
edge of the history of this subject, or of the 
great weight of judicial support for the 
claims of the States, hence millions of news 
paper readers and radio listeners, who see and 
hear practically nothing of the other side, 
are easily persuaded to accept the false state

ment that Congress Is giving away property 
that belongs to the 'Nation. Congress is do- 
Ing nothing of the sort. It is merely confirm 
ing the States' ownership of property that is 
rightly theirs and has been repeatedly de 
clared to be theirs by the Nation's greatest 
leg*.: minds.

The long succession of opinions to this 
effect were reversed by the Supreme Court 
in the suit brought by the Government 
against the State of California and decided in 
1947. Justice Hugo Black wrote the majority 
opinion. Dissents were entered by Justices 
Frankfurter and Reed. The similar Texas 
case was decided by four of the nine Supreme 
Court justices, with two dissents and three 

•member.; of the court not sitting. This is 
the only case in history in which an im 
portant constitutional question has been de 
cided by less than a majority of the Court.

Among the Justices in the past who ren 
dered opinions agreeing with the dissents of 
Frankfurter and Reed and differing from the 
opinion written by Justice Black were Chief 
Justices Stone, Hughes, Taft, White, Fuller, 
Chase, and Taney, and Associate Justices 
Cardozo, McReynolds, Pitney, Harlan, Owen 
J. Roberts, and Oliver Wendell Holmes.

The declarations of the Supreme Court 
over a period of more than 100 years, on 
the question of the ownership of lands under 
tidewaters are summed up in this passage 
from an opinion rendered by Justice Lucius 
Q. C. Lamar in 1891: "It Is the settled rule of 
law In this Court that absolute property In, 
and dominion and sovereignty over, the soils 
under the tidewaters in the Original States 
were reserved to the new States and that 
the new States since admitted have the same 
rights, sovereignty and jurisdiction in that 
behalf as the Original States possess." This 
was repeated, in substance, in opinions by 
Justice Holmes in 1903, Chief Justice Fuller 
In 1906, Justice BrandeU in 1921, Chief Jus 
tice Taft in 1926, and Chief Justice Hughes 
in 1935.

The president of the National Association 
of Attorneys General presented to Congress, 
at a recent hearing, a record of the approval 

.by 47 of the 48 States of the Union of the 
bill to confirm the States' ownership of the 
offshore lands according to all decisions of 
the Supreme Court before 1947. For the last 
5 years, the States' representatives have been 
appearing before committees of Congress to 
register the States' opposition to the National 
Government's seizure of the States' property.

The bill to prevent such seizure has al 
ready passed the House of Representatives 
by an overwhelming majority. When it was 
introduced In the Senate by Senator HOL 
LAND, of Florida, 39 Senators joined him la 
sponsoring it.

Regardless of the merits of the past opin 
ions of supreme Court justices and the re 
cent opposing opinions, it Is not disputed 
that Congress has the right to issue to the 
States a quitclaim to the tidelands. In its 
decision In the California 'case in 1947 the 
Court affirmed this right, saying: "Article IV, 
section 3, clause 2 of the Constitution vests 
in Congress 'power to dispose of and make 
all needful rules and regulations respecting 
the territory or other property belonging to 
the United States.' We have said that the 
constitutional power of Congress In this re 
spect is without limitation. Neither the 
courts nor the executive agencies could pro 
ceed contrary to an-act of Congress in this 
congressional area of national power."

President Elsenhower was talking both 
good sense and justice when he said In his 
speech in New Orleans last October:

"State ownership of the lands and re 
sources beneath inland and offshore navi 
gable waters Is a long-recognized concept. 
It has not weakened America or Impaired 
the orderly development of such resources. 
The resources of these submerged areas, 
though still owned by the States, will be 
available for America's defense in time 'of 
national emergency. Twice by substantial 
majorities both Houses of Congress have
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voted to recognize the traditional concept of 
State ownership of the submerged areas. 
Twice these acts have been vetoed by the 
President. The law twice passed Congress 
which would recognize the State titles Is In 
keeping with basic principles of honest deal- 
Ing and fair play."

British Ally Reveals Cold Heart

EXTENSION OP REMARKS 
OP

HON. ANDREW F. SCHOEPPEL
OF KANSAS

IN THE SENATE OF THE DOTTED STATES
Friday May 8, 1953

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, on 
May 7 of this year the Washington Eve 
ning Star published an article entitled 
"British Ally Reveals Cold Heart," writ 
ten by David Lawrence. The subject 
matter of this article is so very impor 
tant and thought-provoking that I ask 
unanimous consent to have it printed 
in the Appendix of the RECORD.

There being" no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
BRITISH ALLY REVEALS COLD HEART—SHE

SENDS STRATEGIC GOODS TO SOVIET AND
HIDES BEHIND FICTION THAT RUSSIA Is NOT
AM AGGRESSOR LEGALLY

(By David Lawrence)
Gradually, and with unashamed frank 

ness, the British are conceding that they 
think It Is more important for them to con 
tinue their trade with Communist coun 
tries than to help the United States put 
economic pressure on the Soviet Union even 
as the latter supplies to Red China guns 
and munitions with which to kill American 
boys In Korea.

But, what Is much worse, the evidence 
now Indicates that the Department of State 
feels helpless to change the allied point of 
view. This has just been uncovered In testi 
mony before congressional committees, and 
It points up as a paramount Issue whether 
the Elsenhower administration Intends to 
use Its diplomatic Influence effectively and 
whether Congress will use Its appropriations 
to make sure that an embargo on all trade 
with Communist countries Is Inaugurated.

Great Britain today sends no strategic 
• materials to Red China, but admits send 
ing them to the Soviet Union and hides 
behind the fiction that Communist Russia 
Is not legally an aggressor.

The other day a letter appeared In a 
Washington newspaper signed "Diplomat" 
which was written presumably by'someone 
connected with one of the British Common 
wealth Embassies. He said:

"The British have to live with—and, to 
a certain extent, by—trade with the Soviet 
bloc. They sell rubber to the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics and the European 
satellites, and refuse to sell It to Commu 
nist China, as a part of the policy which 
recognizes their need for grains and timber 
from the European Soviet bloc; which looks 
to the legal situation In which Red China 
is an aggressor under the U. N. resolution 
but the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub 
lics Is not; and which strives to achieve a 
sensible balance.

"Like all compromises, the balance they
strike may seem inconsistent, and may, In
fact, be Inconsistent or stupid or wrong. But

. It is their official policy in a matter of great
delicacy."

Surely this is a matter of great delicacy for 
the parents and relatives of the more than 
130.000 American boys who have become cas

ualties In Korea. One wonders when the 
British Government will discover that It Is 
more Important to put economic pressure 
on the Communist countries and bring the 
cold war to an end than It is to seek profits 
no matter where they can be obtained.

Surely, also, out of the five to six billions 
of economic aid about to be voted by Con 
gress to foreign countries, some few millions 
might be earmarked to buy the timber 
Britain needs and to absorb the freight ex- - 
pense from distant points and thus aid in 
every way to achieve the sensible balance the 
British want. It would cost $800 million a 
year to buy up the East-West trade. The 
American people would gladly pay It to end 
the cold war.

Surely to bribe or Induce the British pro 
ducers with American dollars cannot be less 
harmful If trade Is to be maintained than to 
let them be influenced by Soviet rubles or 
commodities—and If money is the only con 
sideration, perhaps the American Congress 
can agree to pay the expense of a complete 
embargo. It would be worth while to do so if 
American lives could be saved in Korea. 
For rubber is a strategic material, and when 
rubber is sold by Britain to the Soviet Union, 
every one knows it is shipped over the trans- 
Siberian railway to Rsd China just as cer 
tainly as if It had been sent there by boat 
direct.

It was .Senator MCCARTHY who recently un 
covered the scandal In foreign shipping 
which reveals that citizens of various coun 
tries, Including Britain, are engaged-ln sell- 
Ing directly to Red China. Then, all of a 
sudden, the European press began to de 
nounce McCarthyism with far more vigor 
than would normally be expected from a 
foreign press which has so little Interest In 
whether subversives are being driven out 
of the American Government. Now the Lon 
don Times has revealed the real animus 
against Senator MCCARTHY—he is exposing 
the details of the improper trade with the 
Communists. The British newspaper says:

"The McCarthy policy, If one can dignify 
It by such a name, would logically lead to 
the'stopping of all trade with the whole of 
that part of the world that Is under Soviet 
influence, without regard to the strategic or 
nonstrateglc character of the" goods carried. 
It would mean, on the trade front, a general 
state of war.

"The Idea seems to be gaining fresh hold 
in the United States that trade with a 
Communist country is in Itself wrong."

To most Americans—and now President 
Elsenhower has agreed—the fighting in Ko 
rea is not a police action but a war. And 
when there is a war going on, Americans 
have been taught to believe it is wrong to 
trade with the enemy. During World War I, 
before America entered the conflict, Great 
Britain seized American vessels carrying car 
goes to neutral countries because they might 
ultimately get to enemy countries. In 
World War II, the United States and Great 
Britain bought up the production of neutral 
countries to prevent Its going to enemy 
countries.

The U. N. has adopted a resolution calling 
on all members to refrain from aiding the 
aggressors. This wasn't a hairsplitting res 
olution which said there could be exceptions 
if some country wanted to make profits or if 
some country wanted to send her strategic 
materials to a country bordering on Russia. 
The embargo resolution was clear cut, and 
the question now is how do the British and 
other- nations Justify the use of shipping to 
permit trade directly or indirectly with the 
enemy?

On top of all this, Premier Nehru, of India, 
has announced that India does not and will 
not accept the U. N. embargo on strategic 

. materials. How can the other U. N. members 
now allow India to remain a member of that 
organization? This Is another question 
which deserves a realistic answer.

The Power of Treaties

EXTENSION OP REMARKS 
op

HON. JOHN W. BRICKER
or OHIO 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Friday, May 8, 1953

Mr. BRICKER: Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Appendix of the RECORD an article 
entitled "The Power of Treaties—Its 
Threat to Constitutional Safeguards 
Raises National Debate," written by 
William H. Pitzpatrick, and published 
in the Wall Street Journal of April 9, 
1953.

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows:
THE POWER OP TREATIES—ITS THREAT TO CON 

STITUTIONAL SAFEGUARDS RAISES NATIONAL
DEBATE

(By William H. Fitzpatrlck)
Just now there Is a great debate going on 

in Washington and, as usual with such 
great debates, the United States Constitu 
tion is right in the middle of it all. -

The present debate is about whether the 
Constitution ought to be amended to pre 
vent an abuse of the treaty power. Both 
sides of this debate admit that there is no 
express limitation to the power of the Presi 
dent and the Senate to make treaties nor Is 
there any limitation to the kind of treaties 
that can be made.

Those who want the treaty power left un 
limited say that to change It will restrict 
the President in the conduct of international 
affairs. Those who want a limitation placed 
on the abuse of the treaty power say that 
what they want Is not a restriction on the 
power of the President and the Senate to 
make treaties. What they seek Is a limita 
tion on the kind of treaties which can be 
made.

The debate therefore is not about the 
treaty power. It is about the powers of 
treaties.

Those who want the powers of treaties 
limited include 64 United States Senators 
who have cosponsored the Bricker amend 
ment; the American Bar Asoociatlon; spon 
sors of an amendment introduced by Sena 
tor WATKINS; the National Association of 
Attorneys General, and a number of organi 
zations not particularly identified with legal 
or foreign affairs. Leading the opposition 
to the proposed amendments Is the Associa 
tion of the Bar of the City of New York. 
Administration spokesmen like Secretary of 
State Dulles and Attorney-General Brpwnell 
also oppose the amendments.

Briefly, the treaty power arises from sec 
tions of the Constitution which empower the 
President, with the advice and consent of 
two-thirds of the Senators present, to enter 
Into treaties which are then the supreme 
law of the land.

THE POUNDING CONCEPT

When the treaty power was embodied In 
the Constitution, its purpose was to assure 
other nations that the new Republic, com 
posed of a number of States with different 
laws, would act as a unit under a treaty. 
It was simply to say that the President and 
the Senate could act for all of the States and 
that all were agreed that no State could act 
alone In International concerns.

At that time the accepted area for treaties 
•lay In the international field alone. In fact, 
the framers of the Constitution made it 
plain that the treaty power. In their view, 
was a device for International relations and 
Was properly used only in foreign affairs. 1°
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the Federalist (paper 57), Alexander Hamil 
ton expressed the view of the drafters when 
he wrote: "The power of making treaties 
relates neither to the execution of sub 
sisting laws nor to the enaction of new 
ones. * * * Its objects are contracts with 
foreign'nations, which have the force of law 
but derive It from the obligations of good 
faith. They are not rules prescribed by the 
sovereign to the subject, but agreements be 
tween sovereign and sovereign."

But that, as Mr. Justice Holmes wrote In 
1920 In Missouri against Holland, was a long 
time ago. It was this decision whlqh brought 
to flower the philosophy that a treaty can .do 
things the Congress cannot constitution 
ally do.

This Is what happened: The Congress 
passed a law regulating the taking of mi 
gratory birds. Two Federal courts declared 
the law unconstitutional, saying that it did 
not come within the delegated powers of the 
Congress. Later, In 1916, a treaty was ratified 
with Great Britain on the subject, and that 
treaty provided for Implementing legisla 
tion. Thereupon the Congress passed a stat 
ute nearly identical with the first, and the 
Supreme Court upheld the law as valid Im 
plementation of a valid treaty..

Thus the device of a treaty allowed the 
Congress .to override the 10th amendment 
to the Bill of Bights. If a treaty can over 
ride one part of the Constitution, cannot an 
other treaty override another part, such as 
the first amendment, which contains express 
prohibitions against legislation in the field 
of a free press, free speech, religious freedom, 
the right of assembly, and the right of 
petition?

RATIFIED BY ONE SENATOR

Opponents of the proposed amendments 
say no. They say that In Asakura against 
Seattle the Court held that the treaty-mak 
ing power "does not extend as far as to 
authorize what the Constitution forbids."

But those who want the power of treaties 
defined argue that decision proves their 
point exactly. They say that the Constitu 
tion forbids the Congress to enact such laws, 
but the prohibition applies only to the Con 
gress. There Is no similar prohibition placed 
upon the President and the Senate In the 
making of treaties. There Is no express 
limit to the treaty power. And they say 
there must be one.

. Opponents of the limitation say this Isn't 
necessary because the Senate can be depend 
ed upon to guard those rights and not to 
ratify a treaty which can Injure them, and 
they point to the fact that since a two- 
thirds vote of those Senators present is 
needed to ratify that this provides a safety 
in numbers.

• But this was not the case on January 29, 
1952, when only six Senators were on the 
floor as the protocol for the admission of 
Greece and Turkey to the North Atlantic 
Treaty was first agreed upon. Nor was that 
the case In the ratification of the treaty 
with Ireland. When It was brought up on 
June 13, 1952, Senator SPARKMAN was In the 
chair and only Senator THYE, of Mlnesota, 
was In the Chamber. Senator SPARKMAN 
called for the ayes and nays and declared 
the treaty ratified. Senator THYE told the 
Washington Star later that he did not vote 
for the treaty, but that he did not object. 
Thus Senator SPARKMAN seemes to have rati 
fied a treaty all by himself.

It Is because of Instances like this that 64 
Senators are willing, to put a safer guard on 
both treaties and themselves. A two-thirds 
vote, they know, isn't much of a safety valve 
when only one Senator can ratify a treaty.

But this Isn't the only reason, or even the 
main reason, for the desire of these Senators 
to amend the Constitution. They are aware 
that In recent years there has been a grow 
ing movement to do through the treaty power 
what the Congress Itself cannot do. They 
know that there ore a number of treaties.

either completed or in process of comple 
tion, in the United Nations which would in 
vade domestic law, upset the iilstorlc bal 
ance of the executive, legislative, and the 
Judicial branches and which could reduce the 
powers of the States while Increasing the 
powers of the Federal Government.

WHAT THE U. N. PROPOSES

What the United Nations proposes In the 
way of world Jurisdiction over matters here 
tofore within the domestic area was clearly ' 
set forth In the January 1948 Issue of The . 
Annals of the American Academy of Poli 
tical and Social Science, by John P. Hum 
phrey, former director of the Division of Hu 
man Rights of the U. N.

Mr. Humphrey wrote: "What the United 
Nations is trying to do Is revolutionary In 
character. Human rights are largely a mat 
ter of relationships between the states and 
Individuals, and therefore a matter which 
has been traditionally regarded as being 
within the domestic jurisdiction of states. 
What is now being proposed is, In effect, the 
creation of some kind of supranational su 
pervision of this relationship between the 
state and Its citizens."

The State Department under the last ad 
ministration went along with this proposal. 
In September 1950 the State Department Is 
sued its Foreign Affairs Policy Series 26, and 
the policy set forth was that there Is no 
longer any real distinction between domes 
tic and foreign affairs.

That this thinking on the relationship be 
tween domestic and foreign affairs has not 
been restricted to the State Department Is 
evidenced In the dissenting opinion of Chief 
Justice Vlnson In the steel seizure case.

Despite the express constitutional prohi 
bition against seizure of private property the 
Chief Justice relied first upon our adher 
ence to the United Nations Charter to main 
tain for the President a power to seize the 
steel mills. He pointed out that the first 
purpose of the United Nations is "to main 
tain International peace and security, and 
to that end, to take effective collective meas 
ures for the prevention and removal of 
threats to the peace, and for suppression of 
acts of aggression or other breaches of the 
peace." He added that the U. N. Charter had 
been ratified as a treaty by a Senate vote of 
89 to 2. Because of this, and subsequent 
treaties such as the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization, he concluded "our treaties rep 
resent not merely legal obligations but show 
congressional recognition that mutual secu 
rity for the free world Is the best security 
against the threat of aggression on a global 
scale." It was only a step or so more to 
decide that because of all this the President 
had extraordinary and inherent power to 
seize property even though the Constitution 
denied expressly that power.

ADVANCEMENT OF EXECUTIVE POWER

Add to this growing philosophy of execu 
tive power such court rulings as U. S. against 
Reed, when the Court said: "It Is doubtful 
if the courts have power to declare the plain 
terms of a treaty unenforceable * * •"; and 
that of U. S. against Thompson: "The power 
to make treaties has been frequently before 
the Supreme Court, and there Is not a single 
Instance in which a treaty has been declared 
unconstitutional." Thus, It is not difficult 
to follow the reasoning of 'those who fear an 
abuse of the power of treaties.

Proponents of the amendment say that It 
will not injure this Nation in Its conduct 
of foreign affairs. With the possible excep 
tion of France and Mexico, the United States 
Is said to be the only country where mere 
ratification of a treaty makes that treaty and 
all of its provisions the supreme law of the 
land. Such is not the case In the United 
kingdom or Canada, for example. This was 
pointed out in the Arrow River case, when 
a Canadian court held: "Without the sanc 
tion of Parliament, the Crown cannot alter

an existing law by entering Into a contract 
with a foreign power." It also held that the 
terms of a treaty are not enforceable unless 
the "treaty has been Implemented or sanc 
tioned by legislation rendering It binding 
upon the subject."

That is Just about what the proponents 
of a limitation on the powers of treaties 
would like to have. They want to limit 
treaties to the concept of the founders: that 
they are a device for agreements between 
nations and not a vehicle for domestic law 
which, under reckless guidance, can run the 
wrong way. .

Nobody Knows Where the Boundaries of 
the United States Lie

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF

HON. F. EDWARD HEBERT
OF LOUISIANA

IN THE HOUSK OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, May 4, 1953

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, I believe 
the article and the letter speak for 
themselves:

[From the Washington Evening Star of
April 26, 1953] 

NOBODY KNOWS WHERE THE BOUNDARIES or THE
UNITED STATES LIE 

(By Richard Fryklund)
Congressmen debating the Hawaii state 

hood and tldelands oil bills have discovered 
no one really knows where the boundaries 
of the United States lie.

What is more, no one knows how to find 
out.

The problem is not an Idle one. Owner 
ship of countless millions of dollars worth 
of oil and other minerals depends on the 
precise location of the Nation's coastal 
boundaries. Until the lines are drawn many 
other questions must remain unanswered:

Who may supervise valuable offshore fish 
eries? How close to our shores may a for 
eign warship sail? How far out do our 
coastal defenses extend? Where can we stop 
smugglers of narcotics, aliens, and liquor? 
What are our own rights in foreign waters?

Detailed answers do not exist. Nor is it 
known who should find the answer or how 
the proper party—whoever that may be—• 
should go about finding It.

NOT VITAL, SO FAR

The Nation has been able to rock along 
for 177 years with only rough estimates of 
the location of the seaward borders simply 
because the estimates have not been chal 
lenged. But passage of the tldelands bill 
will make It necessary to measure the United 
States down to the last square foot. Drillers 
will have to know who has Jurisdiction over 
the undersea gushers they bring in.

Approval of Hawaii statehood will bring 
up this question: How Is the 49th State to 
be defined geographically? Where will the 
boundaries be drawn In the case of a State 
consisting of 21 Islands and numerous rocks 
and shoals stretching 1,910 miles across the 
Pacific?

The Hawallans themselves do not particu 
larly care, as long as the eight Inhabited is 
lands are included. The rest are of no use, 
and offshore undersea lands, are worthless 
volcanic ash.

.According to law, the United States border 
at the Atlantic, Pacific, and gulf is the low- 

• tide mark along shore, except in the case 
of some bays, estuaries and other pieces of 
water, which are considered inland even 
though salty. Stretching 3 miles out from 
the low-tide mark or from the outer limit
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of the bays Is a marginal belt called "terri 
torial waters" over, which the United States 
has complete control and Jurisdiction. Title 
to this belt would be given to the coastal 
States under the tldelands bill. There Is an 
additional belt of 9 miles claimed for cus 
toms purposes.

BUT WHEBE'S LOW TIDE?
But the catch to all this Is that the lines 

of low tide and the outer limits of the Inland 
bays have never been located. Until that 
line has been drawn, the 3- and 12-mile 
limits cannot be denned.

Trie technique for drawing the first line 
has been debated for many years. For In 
stance, should the low-tide mark be taken 
to mean the lowest tide recorded or the av 
erage of the annual lowest tides or just the 
average low tide? The difference between 
the three could be measured In hundreds of 
square miles. Where, exactly, Is the mouth 
of a bay? Which bays should be considered 
Inland? How deep must a dimple In the 
coast be before It can be called a bay? What 
do you do about Islands—and the bits of 
land that build up and then wash away?

FOUR METHODS
Four methods of fixing our boundaries 

have been advanced:
1. Ignore bays, fix the line along any low. 

tide mark, and draw the 3-mile and 12-mile 
limits to parallel the shoreline. The outer 
limits would have bays and capes the exact 
size and shape as the real ones on the coast.

2. Count any Indentation less than 10 
miles across as a bay. Stipulate that the 
shore and the lines drawn across the mouths 
of bays shall be the boundaries.

3. Count only deep Indentations as bays, 
using an arbitrary formula to decide which 
Is deep enough In proportion to the width 
of Its mouth. Fix the 3- and 12-mile limits 
by drawing arcs of circles with 3- and 12- 
mile radii from every point along the shore. 
(That would smooth the outer lines and 
make them easier for a ship navigator to 
calculate.) Each Island would have its own 
inland border and Its own 3- and 12-mile 
limits.

4. Draw straight lines between project- 
Ing points along the coast, and count all 
ocean, rocks, islands, and bays behind the 
lines as Inland territory. The 3- and 12- 
mile limits also would be straight lines.

ALL ARE PROPER
Apparently any of these methods would 

be proper under international law. The 
straight line method (No. 4) Is the most 
generous. It was approved recently by the 
International Court of Justice at The Hague. 
The Court did not even put a limit on the 
length of the straight lines. If there actu 
ally Is no limit, the United States, could 
claim almost half of the Gulf of Mexico 
as Inland waters by drawing a line from 
Key West to the tip of Texas.

The other three methods would give the 
United States less area and create more 
technical difficulties.

The executive branch has usually favored 
method No. 3, the most conservative and 
most difficult (except for No. 1, which is 
Impossible from a practical standpoint). It 
has the advantage, however, of covering all 
possible contingencies.

But even before a method can be adopt 
ed, it must be decided whether the power to 
fix the boundaries lies with the President, 
Congress, or the courts.

WHO DECIDES?
If fixing the-boundary involves acquisition 

or rellnqulshment of territory for the United 
States, then Congress, under the Constitu 
tion, would have the say. Obviously terri 
tory would be added or subtracted depending- 
on where the final line Is drawn.

Or, if fixing the boundary involves Inter 
national relations, the President, under the 
Constitution, would make the decision.

Clearly the location of the boundary and the 
shape of the 3- and 12-mile limits are part 
and parcel of foreign affairs.

Or, If fixing the boundary Is a matter for 
dispute between the Federal Government 
and the coastal States, the Supreme Court, 
under the Constitution; would be the ar 
biter. Already the Justice Department has 
filed suit against California in an attempt to 
settle the status of five indentations claimed 
by the State as Inland bays.

One tentative move has been made, toward 
settling the Jurlsdictlonal dispute. A special 
master, appointed by the Supreme Court to 
listen 19 the case of the United States v. Cal-, 
ifornia apparently concluded that the Presi 
dent—speaking through the Attorney Gen 
eral—should draw the line and that that 
line should be confirmed without change by 
the Supreme Court. The high court's final 
word on the California dispute is expected 
later this year.

But the California case was filed by the 
Truman administration. Attorney General 
Brownell Indicated during a recent hearing 
on tidelands that the Elsenhower adminis 
tration may take a different view. Mr. 
Brownell asked Congress to draw the line 
marking the 3-mile limit, putting It on an 
actual map and attaching it to the tldelands 
bill. His suggestion was ignored,. however. 
Lawmakers said privately that they were 
having enough trouble passing a tidelands 
bill without adding the inconceivably diffi 
cult Job of surveying the Nation's coastline.

Congress has not expressed an opinion on 
Jurisdiction. A House subcommittee set out 
to solve the puzzle last year, but after spend 
ing its money on numerous hearings, the 
group decided the problem was Just too com 
plex. The final subcommittee report raised 
a multitude of questions but attempted to 
answer none.

FREEDOM OF SEAS
The ultimate size of the United States will 

depend In part on who wins the Jurisdic- 
tlonal quarrel. Under both Democratic and 
Republican administrations, the executive 
has been conservative in Its claims. The 
recommended border usually has been as 
close as practicable to the actual coast line. 
Uncle Sam has always stood for freedom of 
the seas both at home and abroad, and a 
tightly drawn line would promote that prin 
ciple.

But many Congressmen back the theory: 
The bigger the better. The United States 
should claim as much of the ocean bed as 
possible as Inland waters, they b3lieve.

The coastal States, of course, want all they 
can get. The States now control their inland 
waters, and under the tidelands bill they 
would own everything seaward to the 3-mile 
limit. Revenue from oil leases obviously 
would vary with the location of the State's 
boundaries.

At any rate, a problem that has been post 
poned for 177 years will have to be solved 
once and for all the first time an oil well 
roughly 3 miles from shore begins to gush.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D. C., May 4,1953. 
Mr. B. M. MCKELWAY, 

Editor, Sunday Star,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR MR. MCKELWAY: Richard Fryklund 
wrote at length In your issue of Sunday, 
April 26, that "nobody knows where the 
boundaries of the United States lie." Is 
that so, because those Great Americans who 
negotiated and wrote the Treaty of Inde 
pendence with the British Crown in 1783, 
fixing the boundaries of the Original Thir 
teen States on the Great Lakes and in the 
Atlantic Ocean, have long since departed 
and our present generation of statesmen, 
politicians, and writers are insufficiently In 
terested or lack the energy to go to the Lir 
brary of Congress, or any law library, and call 
for a book of treaties and statutes admitting

the various States Into the Union since the 
adoption of the Constitution?

The provision in article 6 of the United 
States Constitution that all treaties shall be 
the supreme law of the land was prompted 
by that very treaty which finally secured to 
the people of the original States "all claims 
to the Government, proprietary and terri 
torial rights of the same and every part 
thereof."

Article 4, section 3 of the United States 
Constitution provides exclusive authority in 
the Congress to admit new States into the 
Union.

Accordingly, Congress has admitted 35 
States-since adoption of the Constitution in 
1789 and, In each case, fixed the boundaries 
of the respective States, whether these States 
were inland or coastal States; and these 
State boundaries are definite and can be lo 
cated with engineering certainty.

The Treaty of 1848 with Mexico confirmed 
the seaward boundary of Texas and also 
fixed California's coastline. The act of Con 
gress admitting California fixed its boundary 
as 3 miles in the Pacific from said coastline.

Likewise, the acts admitting Oregon and 
Washington fixed the State boundaries at 3 
miles from the coast.

The act of March 3, 1845, admitting Florida 
as a State, fixed its boundary by reference to 
the Treaty of 1819 by which Spain ceded 
Florida to the United States. A little re 
search in the Congressional Library will show 
that Spain originally held Florida as a terri 
tory and ceded the same to the British Crown 
In February 1763; that, in October of the 
same year, the British Crown issued a procla 
mation fixing the Florida seaward boundary: 
and, In 1783, Britain retroceded the Florida 
territory to Spain and, in 1819, Spain ceded 
Florida to the United States with the same 
seaward boundary.

Boundaries of the other Gulf States were 
definitely fixed by the acts of Congress admit 
ting them into the , Union, in some cases 
fixing their boundaries from shore and In 
others from the coast.

There is no mystery about where our coast 
line, or the line dividing the inland waters 
from the high seas, lies.

In 1895, Congress enacted 28th United 
States Statute at Large, page 672, amended 
in 1946, authorizing the designation by 
suitable bearings, lighthouse, etc., the line 
dividing the high seas from rivers, har 
bors, and inland waters. Under this law, 
as amended, our coastline has been estab 
lished and, where a State boundary extends 
from coast, it Is a relatively easy manner, 
when and as occasion may arise, to measure 
the boundary distance fixed by the act of 
Congress from such coastline.

With the law and these authorities avail 
able, Mr. Fryklund's statement that "accord 
ing to law, the United States border in 'the 
Atlantic, Pacific, and Gulf Is to the low-tide 
mark along shore," etc., is evidently an erro 
neous statement made without reference to 
our treaties, Constitution, and relevant laws 
on the subject of State boundaries.

All State coastal boundaries, fixed by 
treaty and acts of Congress, are their his 
toric boundaries and it Is this type of bound 
ary that was recognized in favor of Norway 
by the International Court of Justice.

So you see, there is no problem about 
establishing coastal State boundaries, wheth 
er in the Great Lakes, Atlantic, Pacific, or 
Gulf of Mexico.

If nobody knows where these boundaries 
are, it Is because that nobody takes the 
trouble to sit down a little while in a library 
and refer to the authorities on the subject.

Let us be mindful of the fact that our 
Nation and the States which compose it have 
lawful background and historic tradition in 
which we should all be proud and support 
them as good Americans. Whatever the his 
toric boundaries of our coastal States may 
be as fixed by treaties and acts of Congress, 
they cannot be changed at this late date
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because so-called liberals would restrict our 
boundaries to a 3-mlle belt from shore.

' Here Is well to ponder the question put by 
Mr. Fryklund, "How close to our shores may 
a foreign warship sail?" Well, they may not 
sail within our territorial waters, or historic 
coastal boundaries, and submarines of other 
nations must surface when they enter those 
historic territorial waters.

And these territorial waters are within our 
historic boundaries, and not 3 miles from 
shore. Thank God our forefathers and 
statesmen, who preceded us, had the vision 
and courage to establish our historic bound 
aries as they are set down in these treaties 
and laws of the United States of America. 

Yours very truly,
P. EDW. HEBERT.

Tuttle Creek Dam

Speech of Hon. Joseph W. Martin, Jr., 
Speaker of the House of Representa 
tives at the Triennial Convention Ban 
quet of B'nai B'rith

EXTENSION OP REMARKS 
OP

HON. MELVIN PRICE
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, May 7, 1953

. Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, under leave 
to extend my remarks in the RECORD, I 
Include herewith a letter I have received 
from Mr. James R. Smith, manager of 
the Missouri River division of the Mis 
sissippi Valley Association, calling at 
tention to Tuttle Creek Dam in Kansas:

MISSISSIPPI VALLEY ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D. C., May 5, 1953. 

Hon. MELVIN PRICE,
House.of Representatives,

Washington, D. C.
DEAR MR. PRICE: .We who are Interested In 

flood control in the Midwest are deeply con 
cerned by the elimination of the Tuttle Creek 
Dam from the President's 1954 budget. Be 
cause your district Includes areas in the Mis 
souri and Mississippi Basin which have his 
torically been subject to flooding, may we 
direct your attention to the Importance of 
Tuttle Creek Dam In Kansas. That struc 
ture Is an Integral part of the overall flood- 
control program for the Missouri Basin and 
Is specifically designed to prevent floods orig 
inating In Kansas on the Blue River. It was 
that watershed which caused the disastrous 
1951 flood in the Topeka and Kansas City 
areas.

In Tuttle Creek the only consideration is 
flood control. There is to be no power, no 
Irrigation. Alternative plans have been 
checked and double checked for years, and 
good engineering always returns Irrevocably 
to the Tuttle Creek Dam as a structure 
necessary to flood prevention downstream. 
Only a small minority of selfish interests 
would prefer making the Kansas River a long 
floodway, pouring excess water on the people 
downstream rather than Impounding It be 
hind Tuttle Creek to be released gradually. 
The Mississippi Valley Association, repre 
senting leaders in the flood-control and nat 
ural-resources development field in 23 Mid- 
vestern States, has long favored the con 
struction of Tuttle Creek Dam.

We reiterate that position now in an effort 
to help clarify the real purpose of that struc 
ture, Its value to citizens and to private and 
public facilities riparian to the rivers below 
It, and its utter essentiality to sound flood- 
control engineering.

The Mississippi Valley Association earn 
estly solicits your consideration in having 
continued construction funds restored by 
Congress.

Very truly yours,
JAMES R. SMITH, 

Manager, Missouri River Division,
Mississippi Valley Association.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF

HON. JACOB K. JAVITS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 28, 1953

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, appended 
is the speech made by the Speaker on 
the occasion of the triennial convention 
banquet of B^nai B'rith, the 110-year- 
old Jewish service organization, held at 
the Hotel Statler in Washington on May 
5, 1953, in the presence of the Vice Pres 
ident of the United States, the Attorney 
General and Justices of the Supreme 
Court, and other courts, Members of the 
House and Senate, other dignitaries and 
an assemblage of 1,000 delegates to the 
triennial convention:

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Vice President, mem 
bers of the B'nai B'rith organization, it is 
a real privilege to be here this evening to 
address a group which has done so much to 
roster good citizenship, the humanitarian 
spirit, and a strong America.

When I was first Invited to come and talk 
to you, I had a general Idea as to what your 
organization stood for. I knew that it had 
done much to bring about greater harmony 
and understanding among the American 
people. I knew that it concerned itself with 
both domestic and foreign affairs. I knew 
that In your ranks could be found key lead 
ers from virtually all walks of American life.

But, frankly, I had no idea of the wide 
scope of your activities. That Is, I had no 
idea until I had had a chance to read a little 
blue-covered booklet entitled "This is B'nai 
B'rith" and published by your Supreme 
Lodge.

I was impressed by your Americanism pro 
gram as outlined in that booklet. I was 
equally impressed by the humanitarian and 
charitable spirit you had demonstrated in 
going to the aid of the homeless people who 
had been victimized by floods In Canada and 
in our own Southwest.

But there was one thing I learned from 
the booklet which impressed me most of all. 
And that was your emphasis on cooperation 
with other groups whose Immediate aims 
might not be the specific aims of B'nai B'rith 
but with whom you could Join In meeting 
the host of common problems which Amer 
icans must solve and are solving every day.

This cooperative attitude is one of the 
pillars of strength upon which our free- 
enterprise society must depend. If it Is to 
continue to flourish, I, like you, am con 
vinced that it can and will continue to 
flourish.

Speaking of the cooperative attitude, I en 
countered it in a most emphatic manner 
some 16 months ago when I had the good 
fortune to pay a visit to Israel. For In Israel, 
cooperation and just plain hard work have 
been the Ingredients of progress.

I saw the people of Israel at work In their 
new factories and in the fields. I saw a new 
nation developing through the efforts of peo 
ple willing and able to work together by the 
sweat of their brows. I did not see the land 
of milk and honey, of which the Old Testa 
ment speaks. But I did see the possibility 
that Israel might some day again become 
such a land.

I might say here that It Is my fervent hope 
that the people of Israel can work out their 
differences with their Arab neighbors in the 
not-too-distant future. For the peace and

stability of the Middle East are essential If 
we are to have a genuinely peaceful world.

While near the boundary line between 
Israel and Jordan I observed soldiers on 
opposite sides guarding the two frontiers in 
friendly conversation. I waved my hat, and 
they all responded. That such a spirit exists 
provides the basis of eventual peace, and 
this means so much for the material pros 
perity of both countries.

While in Israel I had lunch with Mr. Ben- 
Gurion. Now, I've been in public life for 
some 40 years. I'm a native-born American. 
I've traveled widely through this country 
of ours. I had reason to believe that I knew 
my country and knew it well.

But do you know something? Ben-Gurion 
called my attention to some things about 
America that I Just hadn't given much 
thought to. And I came away with the dis 
tinct Impression that seeing America through 
somebody else's eyes can often be a very 
healthy thing.

I also came away with the feeling that the 
people of Israel will succeed in building the 
kind of stable society which is so essential 
to the preservation of freedom as we know it. 
And freedom, my friends, is something we 
can hardly afford to take for granted In a 
world threatened by Communist Imperialism.

I do not need to belabor this audience 
with details as to the nature of the Com 
munist menace. You know that menace as 
a total threat to our existence. You know 
that it has used every conceivable weapon 
to achieve global domination. You know 
that the postwar record of the Soviet Union 
Is one which shows a complete disregard for 
common decencies, treaty obligations, and 
the kind of diplomatic practice which we 
have come to expect of civilized governments. 
The Soviet word has come to be considered 
valueless.

The attempted subversion of Greece, the 
blockade of Berlin, the bloody aggression in 
Korea and Indochina—these are some of the 
dismal guides to the sort of "peace" policy 
the Communists have pursued since World 
War II's end.

You know all of these things and you 
understand how difficult and how. trying is 
the complex problem they present.

The preservation of our basic freedoms 
and of our national security demands cour 
age, determination, and the willingness to 
make sacrifices.

I know that the American people have that 
courage, that determination, and that will 
ingness to sacrifice; they have demonstrated 
all three.

The point I am making is that freedom 
is everybody's business today, and It is cer 
tainly the business of Congressmen—of the 
elected representatives of the people. It Is 
certainly my business in a very direct way.

So I'd like to spend a few minutes this 
evening talking with you about what I con 
sider to be the requirements of freedom in 
a dangerous world. Specifically, I would 
like to pass along some of my ideas as to the 
requirements we Americans must meet If our 
Nation Is to remain free, and I would like 
to point up the manner In which the Con 
gress and the administration are working 
together in facing up to these requirements.

What are the requirements we must meet 
if we are to remain free? From my point of 
view, they can be laid down as three types 
of security—a secure self-confidence, a secure 
defense, and a secure dollar.

We must have strength enough to deter 
aggression and, If necessary, to defend our 
selves against it. We've got to have a stable 
domestic economy and we must continue to 
believe in our ability to have both of these " 
things within the framework of our tradi 
tional freedom.

Our belief In the American way of life and 
In Its ability to meet any problems that may 
arise Is the basis of our security. Our repub 
lican institutions have been the Inspiration 
for our greatness. They can and will be the 
Inspiration for an even greater future.
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Juridical Status of the Continental Shelf

EXTENSION OP REMARKS 
OP

HON. SAMUEL W. YORTY
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OP REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, May 11, 1953

Mr. YORTY. Mr. Speaker, Congress 
Is now called upon to provide for control 
and development of the resources of the 
Continental Shelf. To help us get a 
clear understanding of the legal basis 
for legislation affecting this offshore 
area, I should like to include in our rec 
ord an important statement by the dis 
tinguished authority on international 
law, Dr. Joseph Walter Bingham, of 
Stanford University.

The statement follows: 
JURIDICAL STATUS OF THE CONTINENTAL SHELF 

(By Joseph Walter Bingham)
(Presented to the seventh conference of 

the Inter-American Bar Association at Mon 
tevideo November-December 1951, on behalf 
of the State Bar of California.)

The development of modern International 
law has been characterized continuously by 
conflicts over uses and resources of the seas. 
In the history of diplomacy and In Juristic 
writings there are no more hotly debated 
doctrines than those of freedom of the sea 
and Its limitations In peace and In war. To 
day again among professional scholars, de 
bates grow warm over a new and pressing 
practical problem within the scope of a gen 
eral topic of the old commentaries—Jurisdic 
tion over the seabed and Its subsoil. The 
discovery of oil deposits In Continental 
Shelves and similar sea-covered continental 
areas In various parts of the world has 
heightened appreciation of mineral re 
sources of the seabed off the coasts of ocean- 
bounded countries and of the Importance of 
governmental controls over their develop 
ment. A series of precautionary asser 
tions of Jurisdiction by coastal States 
has resulted recently and has set off a 
continuous chain of professional comments 
and criticisms. In I960, the problem of 
jurisdiction over continental shelves was 
discussed at conferences of 'the International 
Bar Association In London, of the Institut de 
Drolt International In Bath, of the Interna 
tional Law Association In Copenhagen, and 
of the International Law Commission of the 
United Nations In Geneva. A number of 
addresses and of articles In periodicals have 
carried on the debates. In some of these 
articles counsel on a pressing practical prob 
lem has been darkened by a display of tradi 
tional dogmas which are befogging hin 
drances to realistic decisions.

The series of governmental claims was 
started by the United Kingdom with a treaty 
between It and Venezuela, February 26, 1942, 
concerning the submarine areas of the Oulf 
of Parla and by the United Kingdom's an 
nexation of some of these areas on August 
6. 1942; but the effective spark for the criti 
cal comments was struck by President Tru 
man's two proclamations of September 28, 
1945—one extending the Jurisdiction of the 
United States In protection of Its coastal 
fisheries over high sea zones (beyond terri 
torial waters) to be later defined, and the 
other asserting Jurisdiction over the natural 
resources of Continental Shelves of the 
United States beyond territorial waters. 
Political pressures for these proclamations 
began years before the British treaty with 
Venezuela and they were issued only after 
a long period of controversial opposition by 
most Interested International lawyers of the 
United States and by those Americans who 
were more concerned with fishing off foreign 
coasts than with domestic coastal fisheries.

The political pressures for the Proclama 
tions arose from events of the early 1930's— 
the invasion of the salmon fishery of Bristol 
Bay, Alaska, by Japanese vessels and a con 
current officially sponsored Japanese propo 
sition that the exploitation of all Ameri 
can West Coast fisheries be left exclusively 
to the Japanese with Americans and Cana 
dians furnishing part of the capital and 
sharing the profits. The proposition was ac 
companied by a bland suggestion that If it 
was refused, Japanese vessels could take a 
major part of the catch anyway outside ter 
ritorial waters and that under American, 
Japanese, and British traditional diplomatic 
doctrines, this could not be prevented legally. 
This threat of destruction of one of the most 
valuable coastal fisheries in the world by 
overfishlng In defiance of Canadian and 
American conservation regulations aroused 
employers and employees of the west coast 
fishing Industry to organized protests. 
Longshoremen, through their unions, added 
their voices to the demand for governmental 
action to keep Japanese vessels from fishing 
off the Pacific coasts of the United States 
and Canada.

Although the Japanese Government, under 
pressure from the American Department of 
State, agreed to forbid Japanese vessels to 
fish for salmon off American and Canadian 
coasts, It expressly reserved its claim of right 
to participate In these fisheries and thus sig 
nified that Its banning order was temporary 
and revocable. Obviously there could be no 
permanent protection of these fisheries 
against damaging foreign invasions except 
through a reversal of the persistent diplo 
matic practice of the United States and Can 
ada for over a hundred years past, limiting 
coastal State Jurisdiction over fisheries to 
territorial waters, as defined by the Anglo- 
American 3-mile doctrine. This revolution 
ary step was taken finally by President Tru 
man In 1945.

I relate these facts concerning President 
Truman's fishery proclamation because the 
Continental Shelf proclamation was a result 
of similar domestic economic and political 
pressures and has the same broad legal basis, 
and because separate pressures for the proc 
lamations were unified early In the course of 
the debates.

Although the two proclamations can be 
distinguished in technical legal particulars, 
in fundamental bases they are alike, are sus 
ceptible to similar traditional doctrinal ob 
jections and in justice and logic should stand 
or fall together. Each is designed to protect 
against damaging foreign invasions offshore 
extraterritorial resources which are con 
nected with similar coastal territorial inter 
ests, In natural fact and In the minds of the 
coastal population.

Attempts of certain American lawyers, Gov 
ernment employees, and business Interests to 
confine the fishery proclamation to conser 
vation and to deny United States extrater 
ritorial proprietary claims to its coastal fish 
eries are unsound legally and are unwise. 
Without extraterritorial proprietary Interest 
In the Bristol Bay fishery, the United States 
would have no Independent right of conser 
vation control of the extraterritorial use of 
this fishery by foreign ships. In support of 
its claim to such extraterritorial proprietary 
Interest and consequent Independent con 
trol, the United States could marshal more 
precedential constant claims of other States, 
from earlier centuries to the present, and a 
stronger display of technical arguments than 
can be mustered In support of the legal 
validity of the Continental Shelf proclama 
tion. Therefore, those Americans who seek 
to weaken the fishery proclamation are also 
undermining the shelf proclamation and Its 
protection of United States claims to oil de 
posits valuable for military defense. Mili 
tary defense Is connected Importantly with 
United States control of Alaskan fisheries 
also and was a decisive element In the fight 
for the proclamations, a fact of which op

ponents, In and out of the Government, seem 
blissfully unaware.

There Is another assimilating element la 
the two proclamations which Is concealed by 
the wording of the fishery proclamation. Al 
though there is a different definition of 
extraterritorial areas of control in the fishery 
proclamation, in practice probably it will 
be found expedient to confine the areas of 
control to waters over the Continental Shelf 
and similar offshore banks, which are the 
main commercial coastal fishing grounds. 
Extension of coastal State jurisdiction over 
fisheries to the edge of the Continental Shelf 
is not a new idea. At a fisheries confer 
ence In Madrid In 1916, de Bruen, of Spain, 
proposed such an extension In the Interest 
of conservation because edible fish were 
found over the Continental Shelf in largest 
quantities for commercial purposes. Two 
eminent Argentine lawyers, Suarez and Stor- 
nl, also advocated vigorously the Continental 
Shelf doctrine more then a quarter of a 
century ago, and In the course of the contest 
for the Truman proclamation, the Continen 
tal Shelf was suggested as the appropriate 
limit for extraterritorial control of coastal 
fisheries. Probably the Truman fishery proc 
lamation did not adopt expressly the Conti 
nental Shelf limit because Its drafters de 
sired to Include In its protective scope his 
toric fishing banks off the Atlantic Coast. 
Recent 'developments In fishing technique, 
including use of airplanes to spot shoals of 
fish, have made it possible to catch In the 
deep sea commercial quantities of fish pre 
viously available only In shallow coastal 
waters and over banks, but It is doubtful that 
coastal State jurisdiction over deep-sea extra 
territorial fishing can be justified to the 
common sense of the international commu 
nity. Therefore, I do not expect to see the 
authority of the Truman fishery proclama 
tion asserted beyond the shallow waters of 
the Continental Shelf and banks.

To clarify the minds of those Americans 
who oppose the Truman fishery proclamation 
because of their Interest In fishing off Latin 
American coasts, it should be stated em 
phatically that the proclamation proposes 
nothing which can Justify foreign govern 
mental interference with legitimate Ameri 
can deep-sea fishing off foreign coasts. Its 
purpose is to protect true coastal fisheries 
only and those fish which traditionally have 
been caught in commercial quantities only 
in shallow offshore waters over the Conti 
nental Shelf or banks. It does not purport 
to monopolize or control any deep-sea fish 
ing beyond territorial waters nor to cover 
on the high seas species of fish which are 
caught principally In deep-sea waters. For 
instance, deep-sea tuna fishing Is beyond 
Its scope. On the other hand, the procla 
mation does justify similar jurisdictions of 
foreign states over their coastal fisheries in 
accord with professional opinions during the 
past century of scientific authorities and 
British parliamentary committees concern 
ing the problem of conservation of the North 
Sea fisheries. This is In accord also with the 
desires of the majority of coastal states, 
especially the smaller states whose fisheries 
are an Important factor in the national 
economy and a main food resource for their 
peoples.

We live in a revolutionary age when the 
peace and welfare of the world urgently de 
mand In International affairs cooperation 
and Just recognition of the interests of small 
states as well as large, and a diminution of 
the traditional Influences of the strong hand 
and politically powerful assertions of pri 
vate aggrandizement against the important 
Interests of small states and peoples. There 
fore, piratical invasions of coastal fisheries 
by large foreign organizations, resentful of 
any control over their destructive methods 
and careless of the damage they cause to Im 
portant seafood resources of coastal peoples 
as they move from depleted fishing grounds 
to exploitation of others, should be opposed 
by public opinion and by law. Licensed and-
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controlled coastal fishing and amicable 
agreements between states Interested In a 
particular fishery are the only promising 
avenue to early conservation of coastal fish 
eries. The best paving of this avenue Is 
international recognition of a sufficiently 
broad jurisdiction of coastal states over their 
fisheries. Global International regulation is 
a long, rough road ahead.

After the Truman proclamations, the se 
ries of governmental assertions of Jurisdic 
tion continued with decrees, proclamations, 
or legislation by Argentina (January and Oc 
tober 1944); Mexico (October 29, 1945, and 
February 25, 1949); Chile (July 23, 1947); 
Peru (August 1, 1947); Nicaragua (art. 2, 
constitution, January 22, 1948); Costa Rica 
(July 27, 1948, and November 2, 1949); Saudi 
Arabia (May 28, 1949); Iran (May 19J1949); 
Quatar (June 8, 1949); Truclal Coast; Ku 
wait (June 12, 1949); Bahrein; United King 
dom extension of territory of Bahamas to 
cover Its Continental Shelf beyond territorial 
waters, but not the waters over the added 
part of the shelf (Order In Council 1948); 
similar Orders In Council for Jamaica (1948), 
British Honduras (1950), Parkland Islands 
(1850).

There Is a wide range of differences In 
the scopes of these various governmental 
acts. Some of them cover only the Con 
tinental Shelf and its natural resources; 
some Include fisheries and extensive water 
areas. It is not a purpose of this paper to 
discuss these differences in detail nor to 
criticize technically any of the claims. In 
passing, however, I venture to comment that 
some of them certainly are excessive and in 
fringe too far with Insufficient reasons on 
the traditional doctrine of freedom of the 
seas to receive wide support from other 
states, from Judicial tribunals, or from un 
prejudiced professional opinions. I purpose 
only to speak briefly in support of the basic 
theses underlying President Truman's Con 
tinental Shelf proclamation.

The official reasons for the proclamation 
are stated in It. I therefore quote It in full:

"Whereas the Government of the United 
States of America aware of the long-range, 
worldwide need for new sources of petroleum 
and other minerals, holds the view that ef 
forts to discover and make available new 
supplies of these resources should be 
encouraged; and

"Whereas Its competent experts are of the 
opinion that such resources underlie many 
parts of the Continental Shelf off the coasts 
of the United States of America, and that 
with modern technological progress their 
utilization Is already practicable, or will be 
come so at an early date; and

"Whereas recognized jurisdiction Over 
these resources is required in the interest of 
their conservation and prudent utilization 
when and as development is undertaken; 
and

"Whereas it is the view of the Government 
of the United States of America that the 
exercise of jurisdiction over the natural re 
sources of the subsoil and seabed of the 
Continental Shelf by the contiguous nation 
Is reasonable and Just, since the effectiveness 
of measures to utilize or conserve these re 
sources would be contingent upon coopera 
tion and protection from the shore, since 
the Continental Shelf may be regarded as an 
extension of the land mass of the coastal 
nation and thus naturally appurtenant to 
It, since these resources frequently form a 
seaward extension of a pool or deposit lying 
within the territory, and since self-protec 
tion compels the coastal nation to keep close 
watch over activities off its shores which are 
of the nature necessary for the utilization of 
these resources.

"Now, therefore, I, Harry S. Truman, 
President of the United States of America, 
do hereby proclaim the following policy of 
the United States of America with respect 
to the natural resources of the subsoil and 
seabed of the Continental Shelf.

"Having concern for the urgency of con 
serving and prudently utilizing its natural 
resources, the Government of the United 
States of America regards the natural re 
sources of the subsoil and seabed of the Con 
tinental Shelf beneath the high seas, but 
contiguous to the coasts of the United States 
as appertaining to the United States, subject 
to Its Jurisdiction and control.

"In cases where the Continental Shelf ex 
tends to the shores of another State, or is 
shared with an adjacent State, the bound 
ary shall be determined by the United States 
and the State concerned in accordance with 
equitable principles.

"The character as high seas of the waters 
above the Continental Shelf and the right 
to their free and unimpeded navigation are 
in no way thus affected."

In the development of all governments 
and all laws there are evident two prime in 
fluences. There is (1) the influence ol com 
mon predominant social beliefs and ol the 
active political and social pressures of power 
ful special interests, and there is (2) the 
influence of professional lawyers—the or 
ganizers and formullsts of legal thought-ad 
vocates, judges, and jurists. The first of 
these two influences is the more fundamen 
tal, of course, but in our professional zeal 
often we tend to overemphasize the second 
and sometimes to our debates we almost 
ignore the first as a potent factor. A simi 
lar tendency Is observable in political con 
troversies, where commonly very prejudiced 
interests are camouflaged by persuasive gen 
eralities and slogans. Indeed it is a familiar 
tenet of lawyers, not only those who make 
no pretense to intensive learning, but some 
Jurists of high Intelligence, that there are 
definitive principles of justice, established 
in tradition, existing independently of par 
ticular contending forces, economic, politi 
cal and social, and that by a resort to these 
principles, impartial arbiters may resolve 
all legal controversies without prejudice. 
Conflicting economic and social pressures are 
not supposed to affect law except through 
deliberative legislation. This tenet seems 
to me an illusion with mischievous possi 
bilities. I challenge any honest, competent 
student of the history of municipal law to 
declare that it Is not characterized by judg 
ments unjust to important human interests, 
by constant selfish influences, by anachro 
nisms, and by social consequences that can 
not be approved. Let me instance at random 
the old law of married women's rights, of 
illegitimacy, of slavery, and of labor rela 
tions and the stubborn, Intolerant opposition 
to reforms which has appalled humane stu 
dents of morals.

Do not mistake these statements for an 
attack on the integrity and ability of our 
profession, for which I have a great respect. 
My purpose is only to emphasize that law 
is not and cannot be a product of Impartial 
devotion to Justice alone, but in very large 
measure is determined by very human and 
very selfish political, economic, and social 
influences. The forces of prejudice and self- 
flshness can Influence law without affecting 
the common honesty or conscientious devo 
tion to duty of members of our profession 
and other public servants. As students of 
government we cannot Ignore these potent 
factors of legal and governmental evolution 
which thus far in history always have func 
tioned almost universally. In the field of 
international relations, this fundamental 
truth of all government and all law is espe 
cially evident, and the tragic state of the 
world is forcing intelligent statemen to a 
realistic appreciation of It.

In my Eeport on the International Law of 
Pacific Coastal Fisheries, I traced briefly the 
history of British diplomatic practice con 
cerning jurisdiction over sea fisheries from 
the time of Elizabeth to the present and thus 
illustrated by the radical shifts of English 
legal claims, twice utterly reversing a basic 
international policy of the government in 
response to current economic and political

pressures, this Important fact that national 
Interests dictate national legal doctrines and 
that international law is affected accord 
ingly. How much of the sea law of bellig 
erent and neutral rights was due to the 
Influence of England and of the United 
States In pursuit of their Interests? How 
many of the Important changes In this law 
from time to time have been flue to current 
pressures of these great naval powers? How 
much of the widespread propaganda for the 
3-mlle limit on coastal state jurisdiction In 
peacetime and the fixed obsession of many 
lawyers that the doctrine represents inter 
national law has been due to the diplomatic 
practice of these and other great naval and 
commercial powers In accord with their do 
mestic, economic, and political pressures? 
Why did the Conference of State Delegates 
at The Hague In 1930, called under the 
auspices of the League of Nations to codify 
three topics of international law chosen by 
experts as "ripest for codification," fail to 
accomplish a major part of its program? 
Territorial waters was one of the topics. The. 
powerful advocates of the Anglo-American 
3-mlle limit doctrine found that the firmly 
asserted opposing interests of the majority 
of coastal States, especially the smaller 
States with coastal fisheries very important 
to their national economies, was a barrier 
to codification of that doctrine, and four 
of the five principal advocates of the doctrine. 
England and the United States, Germany 
and Japan, were unable to compromise suffi 
ciently because of traditional domestic polit 
ical pressures.

This Is not an argument for cynical 
abandonment of efforts for stable and cer 
tain law and order, nor for desertion of 
idealism and devotion to selfish aggrandize 
ment. It is only a suggestion of the need 
for a realistic science of law and of its value 
as a basis for professional efforts. It is use 
less to condemn self-interest. It is useless 
also to attempt to found an international 
order and law which shall function in im 
partial divorcement from the influence of 
particular national and private group Inter 
ests. The hope of platonic Intellectuals for 
a world regulated by law in the interests of 
abstract justice and the welfare of humanity 
must remain indefinitely an unrealized and 
academic ideal. Indeed what is justice? 
Yet the Weal is Important as a stimulus to 
efforts for improvement of human relations 
and a curb against abandonment to cynical 
selfishness. In a realistic appraisal of Inter 
national affairs, the important peculiar 
interests of particular peoples must be recog 
nized and given proper weight. No interna 
tional law can be stabilized for long whlcri 
insists on categorical rules to the detriment 
of the just, social, and economic claims of, 
particular peoples. If the people affected are 
strong enough, they will force legal recog 
nition of their claims. If they are not power 
ful enough politically to do this, there may 
result a defect in the legal structure which 
continually threatens It with rot and 
destruction.

International law, as well as municipal 
law, in important particulars, never has been 
impartially just and never has been stable.- 
In such particulars it always has been and 
always will be a product of the Interplay of 
national and private group interests, preju 
dices, and pressures, and therefore it has 
been unstable, uncertain, and controversial. 
The path of international law and of the 
orderly peaceful adjustment of controversies 
never will be smooth until there is constant 
mutual recognition of conflicting Interests 
and persistent, reciprocating efforts to rec 
oncile them In the spirit of fair play and for 
the common welfare of peoples.

I have mentioned Incidentally the influ 
ence on international law of private group 
interests with political Influence and thus 
I have touched upon another interesting 
point about international policies and inter 
national law, which also applies more ob 
viously to municipal law. To a very large
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extent, International policies and Interna 
tional law are determined or affected by the 
pressures of provincial and group Interests, 
especially economic Interests, with strong in 
fluence In domestic politics. Indeed, I have 
proposed several times, In speech and writ 
ing, the thesis that international affairs are 
chiefly a byproduct of domestic, political, and 
social p-essures. Many illustrations of this 
thesis doubtless will occur to all thoughtful 
lawyers with a flair for politics. Within the 
field of our present discussion, the Truman 
proclamations, may be mentioned the potent 
Influences on the development of the 3-mile 
doctrine in the diplomatic practice and law 
of the United States, of New England flsh- 
ing and maritime interests, and in the diplo 
matic practice of England, of the Grimbsy 
trawlers. The influence of English fishing 
Interests has been sufficient to maintain vig 
orous British assertion of the 3-mlle doc 
trine against foreign coastal fishery jurisdic 
tions, although it is quite opposed to im 
portant interests of the British Common 
wealth of Nations, e. g., Canadian, Austral 
ian, East Indian, Scotch, and South African 
interests. The doctrine is opposed also to 
the weight of opinion of English and con- 
tinenta' European experts and to reports of 
parliamentary committees on the North Sea 
problem, and It has placed England In the 
position of vising her naval power and great 
prestige to Impose a doctrine of international 
law which Justifies destructive aggressions 
on the economic resources of weaker coastal 
states nnd threatens progressive antisocial 
ruination of some of the best fisheries of the 
world. Portugal, Iceland, Norway, and Rus 
sia have experienced these English pressures 
in the past. Norway has resisted England's 
efforts to Induce her to adopt the doctrine 
and subscribe to the North Sea Convention. 
In a pending suit in the World Court. Eng 
land versus Norway, England now seeks to 
restrict the seaward extent of Norway's 
protective Jurisdiction over her coastal fish 
eries.

Such international conduct Is by no 
means peculiar to England. It is merely an 
English expression of quite common politi 
cal motivations. The United States, under 
slmillar political pressures, has been guilty 
of advocacy of similar undemocratic, ag 
gressive doctrines in the past, and the sus 
picion and dislike which other peoples have 
demonstrated against us were not unearned.

I do not wish to enlarge on this theme. 
I venture, however, to drop this suggestion. 
No enduring peace, except a Roman peace 
(if one may call that peace), is possible in 
the world until we have a commonly ac 
cepted International law which is thorough 
ly democratic, and this means fair to small 
peoples as well as large. In the range of our 
topic It means legal recognition of the supe 
rior Interests of coastal States, small and 
large, in their offshore resources—especially 
fishery and mineral—and In the efficient off 
shore protection of their domestic economies, 
law, and peace. There is no hopeful prospect 
of early accomplishment of this by interna 
tional legislation, through global treaties or 
through the United Nations; but through 
diplomacy, wisely directed, early and con 
tinual progress may be made—by firm In 
sistence on fair claims until concordance or 
acquiescence Is won, and through reciprocal 
recognition of the fair claims of other states. 
Most of the development of International 
law since Orotlus has been through inde 
pendent state practice and diplomacy and 
not through multilateral treaty promulga 
tion. Indeed, the mare liberum of Orotius 
was a prejudiced advocate's brief in support 
of Dutch national Interests. How has a sim 
ilar continuing process of modification now 
become Improper?

Now I reach the final phase or my dis 
cussion—the influence on International law. 
and, in particular, on the Continental Shelf

problem, of professional juristic opinion. 
We advocates of the legality of President 
Truman's Continental Shelf proclamation 
have little doubt of the ultimate legal 
decision. No state has protested the proc 
lamation. Great Britain has taken deci 
sive official action in substantial accord 
with the principle of the proclamation and 
has Influenced various Arabic sovereigns of 
the Middle East to do likewise. Many states 
of Central and South America have indi 
cated approval by official acts which go fur 
ther than the American proclamation. Ap 
proval has been Indicated by legal advisers 
of the large oil interests of the world, by 
French jurists (although some French Jurists 
have expressed opposition), by Dutch law 
yers, by committees of the International Law 
Association and its American.branch, by a 
French committee of the International Law 
Association, and by the majority of the ex 
perts of the International Law Commission 
of the United Nations. Indeed, the United 
Nations Commission's tentative conclusions, 
In concordance with those of a French com 
mittee of lawyers, would go further than the 
Truman proclamation. They would extend 
a coastal state's jurisdiction over mineral 
resources of the seabed and subsoil probably 
to the edge of the Continental Shelf and far 
ther where the shelf is lacking or narrow. 
The French committee suggested a minimum 
distance of 20 miles from shore. Since all 
states which have expressed an opinion by 
action and all pertinent commercial and fi 
nancial interests are united in support of 
this particular extension of coastal state Ju 
risdiction, and there has been no official or 
political opposition to it, It seems sound to 
assert that this new development in state 
practice has been accepted generally and 
therefore already has become international 
law. But against this conclusion there have 
been raised the voices of some European 
Jurists and these opposing juristic opinions 
Induced the 1950 Copenhagen Conference of 
the International Law Association to post 
pone endorsement of its committee's report 
In favor of the principle of the proclamation. 
The report was referred to the committee for 
further consideration.

In view of the existing concord of state 
practice and political and professional ap 
proval, why should any Jurist insist that 
the Continental Shelf proclamation is op 
posed to international law? What are the 
criteria for determination of international 
law if state practice Is not conclusive? Even 
those Jurists who think that the proclama 
tion is illegal do not deny that the Juris 
diction it claims would be beneficial; nor do 
they offer any better practical device. I 
doubt that they foresee any diplomatic pro 
test or any legal nullification of the Tru 
man proclamation or of the similar Jurisdic- 
tional assertions of other states. Apparently 
their objections are purely doctrinal.

What are these doctrinal objections? 
They are dogmatic premises which, in mod 
ern international law, date from Grotius and 
his propaganda for freedom of the sea. 
The Jurisdiction asserted by the proclama 
tion, say these Juristic critics, Infringes on 
the freedom of the sea ana the common 
rights of the peoples of the world in sea 
areas.

It should not be forgotten that Grotius 
was a very practical advocate for Dutch In 
terests and later for Swedish, although he 
also was a great and sincere proponent of a 
world order of law and peace. As is the case 
of most men, especially those whose personal 
fortunes are involved In politics, his legal 
views were colored by his prejudices and by 
the life and circumstances of his age. In 
his great brief, Mare Liberum, he had two 
objectives: (1) establishment of freedom of 
commercial Intercourse over the seas against 
remnants of the extravagant pretensions of 
Portugal and Spain, and against England's

claims of sovereignty over the British seas, 
and (2) freedom of fishing In the sea. In 
accordance with the spirit of the age, his 
argument was predominantly scholastic. On 
behalf of his second objective, he contended 
that the open sea was not susceptible of pos 
session and therefore not susceptible ot 
property, and that by the law of nations (by 
analogy to the ancient Roman law), all the 
open sea was res communls. Jurisdiction 
(imperium) over any part of it depended on 
existing control, as for Instance (over per 
sons) through the presence of ships, or (over 
places) through a commanding fortress. 
Possession and therefore Jurisdiction (Im 
perium) might indeed be obtained over 
small areas, especially small enclosed areas; 
but the law of nations did not recognize any 
property In the open sea even In small areas 
near the shore, and rightly, because would 
it not be barbarous for one people to ex 
clude others from resources of the sea 
which were inexhaustible?

Thus was a doctrinal foundation laid to 
support the Dutch fishery Interests off Brit 
ish coasts. The Dutch Indeed relied on 
treaties also: (1) The Great Intercourse 
(Intercursus Magnus, 't Groot Commercle- 
Tractaat, 1496) between Henry VII of Eng 
land and Philip, Archduke of Austria and 
Duke of Burgundy, and (2) the treaty ot 
December 15, 1550. between Emperor Charles 
V and Mary, Queen of Scotland; but they 
always contended for freedom of fishing In 
dependently of treaties, and their opera 
tions extended into waters close to shore 
which the Scotch claimed as territorial and 
therefore under their exclusive control. 
The Scotch claims, unlike the English, were 
not for exclusion of the Dutch from the 
British seas unless they recognized British 
Jurisdiction by taking out licenses, but for 
protection of the Scotch coastal fisheries 
against damaging Dutch invasions. Thus, 
Welwood, the Scotchman, argued against 
Grotius for a marginal sea control of fisheries 
In the interest of conservation and protec 
tion of the food supply of the coastal popu 
lation.

The Scotch claims of exclusive use ex 
tended to all the Scotch firths on quasi- 
prescriptive grounds (Grotius denied the 
possibility of prescription affecting a res 
communls, and especially In the law of na 
tions) and to a marginal sea belt of tha 
width of a land's kenning—the farthest dis 
tance at sea from which the coast could ba 
seen. This measure, which has been esti 
mated to be about 14 miles (by some 20 
miles), was in accord with the ancient cus 
tomary claims of the Scotch, and Indeed had 
much support In 18th and early 19th, 
century debates and state practice con 
cerning the proper width of marginal 
territorial seas. It has persisted in Scotch 
legal argument to recent times. Our pres 
ent point, however, Is that the Idea of 
Welwood finally has prevailed against the 
foundation dogma of Grotius, because of the 
political interplay of practical concrete pres 
sures In domestic politics and In Interna 
tional affairs In war and peace. The open 
sea is susceptible of limited jurisdiction in 
dependently of continuing present force and 
Is susceptible of property also.

Quite contrary to the basic scholastic con 
cept of Grotius, sea areas and tlieir products 
are in their nature as susceptible of pro 
prietary interests as anything else earthly. 
The only sound criteria of international law 
concerning the existence of such legal In 
terests are those of expediency—expediency 
in the cause of the welfare of peoples and 
of the international community. It has been 
expedient for States to claim and to recog 
nize in favor of other States various in 
fringements on the sweeping doctrine of 
Grotius. (See the early arguments of Vat- 
tel, book I, ch. XXIII, especially sees. 287- 
289, and the report of Sir John Fischer
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Williams and Prof. George Orafton Wilson to 
the Institut de Droit International in 1935 
on Les Pondements Juridiques de la Con 
servation des Rlchesses de la Med.) Modern 
State practice, for sound, practical reasons, 
concedes to a coastal State jurisdiction and 
property In fisheries and other sea and sub- 
sea resources and In the soil and subsoil of 
the sea up to the limit of territorial waters, 
and In certain cases It has conceded exclu 
sive property In sea uses and riches beyond 
territorial waters, that Is, oyster beds, coral 
deposits, pearl and chank fisheries, subma 
rine cable uses, extension of subterranean 
coal mines. It also recognizes a quasi- 
prescriptive titles in some cases.

The verdict of history and common sense, 
then, does not give the victory entirely to 
More Liberum in the full sense of Grotlus. 
There is no realistic Juristic debate today 
over monopolistic use and control of com 
merce on the high seas. It Is conceded as 
settled law that, in general, the high seas 
are free to all peoples for commerce and 
travel. This freedom extends even to transit 
through coastal territorial seas. In general, 
also, the resources of the high seas are open 
to exploitation by all peoples and cannot be 
monopolized. On the other hand, States 
have sovereign Jurisdiction over coastal 
waters within their territorial limits, and 
within these limits have proprietary interests 
in sea and seabed and subsoil and their re 
sources. In practice, State proprietorship 
and monopolistic control of certain high-sea 
pearl, chank, and oyster fisheries, based on 
long usage, has not been seriously contest 
ed. The real important, practical contests 
today are over the width of territorial seas, 
and over extraterritorial seaward Jurlsdic- 
tional and proprietary claims of coastal 
States.

The modern Juristic formulists who oppose 
the Truman proclamation with the doctrine 
of Grotlus may be divided Into three groups: 
(1) A few who deny the legality of any ex 
traterritorial proprietary claim to seabed or 
subsoil; (2) those who outlaw such claims to 
the seabed but not the subsoil; and (3) 
those v/ho do not deny the possibility of 
legal property in bed or subsoil, but insist 
on occupation as the proper basis of title. 
My previous discussion will suffice for the 
first two groups. My remaining comment 
will be addressed to the argument of the 
third group. I select for instances the paper 
read before the Grotlus Society on April 5,
1950. by Professor Waldock, Chichele pro 
fessor of International law and diplomacy of 
the University o? Oxford, on the legal basis 
of claims to the Continental Shelf, and an 
article on the Continental Shelf by L. C. 
Green, published In Current Legal Problems,
1951. under the auspices of the faculty of 
laws of University College, London. Neither 
of these gentlemen denies the desirability 
of coastal State Jurisdiction over the oil re 
sources of the Continental Shelf, but they 
consider that international law requires that 
extraterritorial proprietorship and Jurisdic 
tion must be founded on prior occupation, 
because of the traditional Grotian premises 
so far as they have not been Invalidated by 
State practices. Professor Waldock admits 
that actual ̂ ccupotion of submarine areas Is 
difficult. He leaves uncertain what acts 
would be sufficient as occupation. Appar 
ently he would consider a declaration such 
as that of the Truman proclamation to be an 
Initiatory act of occupation if followed in 
reasonable time by physical acts such as ex 
ploration. Would he require the occupa 
tional acts to extend to the whole shelf as a 
requisite of title to the whole? Or would 
occupation of part under claim to the whole 
be sufficient?

Both Professor Waldock and Mr. Green 
think that the British Orders in Council ex 
tending the territories of West Indian colo

nial possessions to Include the sea-covered 
shelves of the Islands, follow the occupation 
doctrine and, therefore, are proper, although 
both leave open the question of whether the 
orders in council alone are sufficient legal 
title In International law. The American 
method of acquiring Jurisdiction over shelf 
oil they consider technically objectionable.

My opinion of these objections to the 
Truman proclamation can be deduced from 
the previous part of this paper. Since 

'through development of State practice from 
case to case, states have acquired and main 
tained property and sovereign Jurisdiction 
over coastal marine territorial belts at least 
3 miles wide without occupation (although 
there is no settled common agreement on 
how wide a belt the law should allow), I am 
unable to understand why now state practice 
should not likewise be capable of making 
legally valid such a limited extension of pro 
prietary interest and Jurisdiction as that 
provided in the Continental Shelf proclama 
tion. Nor do I see any commonsense or 
barring established principle of State policy 
or practice which demands that such exten 
sions of Jurisdiction must rest on occupa 
tion, because other territorial acquisitions 
dissimilar in particulars, must, for sound 
reasons of policy, be acquired by title of oc 
cupation. If it is agreed that sound states 
manship recognizes that the claim of the 
proclamation deserves legal support, why 
should a remnant of an old Grotian dogma 
bar this desirable result? Are rules and 
principles In law masters of the minds of 
Jurists and statesmen, or only tools of 
thought and reason, as In the case of all 
other branches of practical Intelligence? 
Cannot a Jurist arrange his formulas to in 
clude this new trend in State practice?

In reality there is nothing in international 
law up to the present that denies validity to 
the Truman proclamation. The problem in 
the case is an entirely new one. It is another 
development in the long succession of par 
ticular problems concerning coastal State 
jurisdiction over marine areas—a general 
field which contains many problems not defi 
nitely and uniformly settled, as the Codifica 
tions Conference at The Hague in 1930 
proved. These problems cannot be settled 
satisfactorily if traditional Juristic formu 
lations are considered barriers to realistic 
solutions. New problems need new thinking, 
and the law would never have developed to 
Its present viable state if this need had not 
been met. All broad legal principles are 
limited in their applicability, and when 
read abstractly say more than they mean.

Of course, the British annexation of ter 
ritory method of dealing with the Continen 
tal Shelf proDlem Is simple and direct and 
I see no difficulty about it. Sir Cecil Hurst, 
in his discussion of the Truman proclama 
tion before the Grotius Society In 1948, did 
have some doubt about a submarine exten 
sion which excluded all space and substance 
above the seabed. I do not share his 
doubts. 1 can see no great difficulty about 
a submarine extension of territory beyond 
the 3-mlle limit of English tradition. We 
have something similar in submarine coal 
mines. The Truman proclamation is more 
economical In its extension of Jurisdiction. 
It precisely fits the specific needs of the 
case and no more. It claims no corporeal 
possessory rights to the sea bed or subsoil 
beyond territorial waters. Apparently the 
extraterritorial property rights asserted are 
Incorporeal, of the nature of the profits a 
prendre of English common law, and the 
extraterritorial fishery rights implicated In 
the Truman fishery proclamation are simi 
lar. The answer of book-bound jurists 
might be that such rights In high sea areas 
are impossible under international law. My 
answer to that Is why? Where lies the de 
termination of international law, with tra

ditional formulas or with State practice? Is 
it not the function of Jurists to renovate 
and revise their formulas to keep step with 
the realistic development of state practice? 
Why should the approved British annexation 
methods be legitimate and the American 
method of conscientiously claiming less be 
illegitimate—in common sense and there 
fore in law? Remember that the predicated 
occupation elements must be highly fic 
tional over at least the greater part of the 
Shelf, If a purpose of the new State practice 
(orderly control as against acrimonious un 
regulated competition) is to be accom 
plished. After the attainment of the mod 
ern, development of nonoccupled territorial 
waters against the premises of Grotlus, has 
the system of International law suddenly 
lost its strength to grow further against 
juristic dogma to meet the needs of new 
problems?

The suggestion of Professor Waldock that 
apparently the Truman proclamation relies 
on a doctrine of contiguity discredited in 
past cases of territorial claims Is not a Just 
appraisal of the bases of action stated clear 
ly in the proclamation. Contiguity of the 
extraterritorial parts of the shelves to ter 
ritory of the United States Is only one ele 
ment in the situation. A most important 
factor not spelled out In the proclamation 
is the very human intense belief of coastal 
populations that such coastal economic re 
sources should belong to them and that un 
licensed exploitation by foreigners should 
not be permitted except where use by lor- 
elgners has become habitual and established 
(an exception provided for in the fishery 
proclamation). It is on such common natu 
ral beliefs and motives that all law and all 
government are based fundamentally. They 
are much more Important in the causation 
of law than professional formulations and 
no abstract a priori doctrine should prevail 
against them.

I cannot better summarize my basic pro 
fessional opinion on this important prob 
lem than by repeating the concluding para 
graph of my editorial comment on the Tru 
man proclamations In volume 40 of the 
American Journal of International Law at 
page 178 (January 1946) :

"These proclamations, then, are a promis 
ing contribution to a better statesmanship 
which will serve the interests of a world 
order designed for peace and the mutual 
cooperation of peoples. They thus will con 
tribute-also to development of a democratic 
international law supporting the Just claims 
of small States, as well as large, and Increas 
ing the chances of peace. This democratio 
law will develop through like frank ap 
praisals of the competitive forces and vary 
ing conditions in our world today, instead of 
through mechanistic adherence to traditional 
ill-digested generalities and slogans devised 

.by theoreticians of an unscientific age of 
subsidized piracy, matchlocks, wood fires and, 
candlelight, wide-open spaces, and glorifica 
tion of cruel aggressive force for selfish 
profit—theoreticians who could have fore 
seen little of the technology, industries, so 
cial pressures, and dominant Impulses of our 
crowded, complex, modern civilization."

In conclusion, I add the following remark 
of Sir Cecil Hurst from the closing paragraph, 
of his paper on the Continental Shelf, read 
before the Grotius Society, December 1, 1948:

"I have indicated many questions which, 
to my mind require examination in con 
nection with this new policy proclaimed In 
the proclamation of September 1945, but the 
world wants oil and I think we ought all to 
approach the study not with the Idea of 
magnifying the objections, but with the in 
tention of finding ways of overcoming the 
difficulties with which the whole subject is 
surrounded."
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quickly we of the West forget. They look 
upon peace as an armistice between wars. 
Peace to them Is a time to replan strategy 
and to study the mistakes both political and 
military of the last war. We look upon 
peace as a time of disarmament and a chance 
to return to a normal way of living.

The Russians have one very simple objec 
tive—that Is world domination. Since 1938 
their progress has been beyond even reason 
able dreams and aspirations. There is no 
good reason, from their viewpoint, why.they 
should give up an Inch of land or make any 
permanent concessions. They can well afford 
to make a peace in Korea, while stirring up 
trouble In half a dozen other places.

Part of their strategy Is, maybe, to lull us 
into a sense of false security for a year or so, 
while they rearm and settle the battle for 
power within the Kremlin. Or, they may 
continue their offensives, both political and 
military, on 3 or 4 fronts.

There are some indications that the Rus 
sians and their satellites" are steadily gaining 
on the West In strength and that within a 
few years they will be able to impose their 
will on the West. On the other hand, no 
one knows what real progress Is being made 
In the United States and in England in the 
development of supersonic ultra-long-range 
guided missiles, bearing the metropolis-de 
stroying hydrogen bomb.

In any event, the outlook Is not at all 
bright. Western Europe seems to move at 
snail's pace toward rearmament and unlfi- 
,cation both of command and of armed forces.

The outlook Is dark, not only for the pres 
ent, but for the future. The Chinese stall 
us at the truce talks In Korea and we do not 
dare threaten them with reprisals for deattt 
of our men, whom they took prisoner. We 
cannot balance our budget nor reduce our 
taxes. Morale Is not high among the men 
In our Armed Forces (If many reports are to 
be believed).

It may well be that the Russians have 
taken us further along the road to ruin than 
we realize. i

from reaching the ears of the folks back 
home. The Valley Forge episode caps the 
farce. Sunday's psychiatrist-supervised in 
terviews did little to penetrate the military 
smoke screen.

What a contrast In England. There the 
returning Tommies were apparently permit 
ted a full measure of the traditional free 
dom of speech. And many of them had 
embarrassing things to say: The Reds had 
treated them fine; it was the Americans 
they disliked. Britain does not tremble be 
fore such talk.

The rest of the world must be amused 
and amazed at the spectacle of a mighty na 
tion quailing before the imagined horrors 
of hearing what may be unpatriotic words 
from the lips of a few soldiers.

Let's have an end of the foolishness be 
fore more harm is done. Each of the return- 
Ing prisoners has lived through an ordeal, 
some for many long months. Except as 
limited by the need for medical care, they 
should be returned speedily to their homes 
and their families. And there they should 
have the freedom that all Americans should 
have, to tell their stories as they want to 
tell them—even If some among them prove 
to be confirmed Communist converts.

If communism Is such powerful poison 
that our great land cannot safely absorb 
a bit of it in the process of welcoming men 
to whom we owe so much, It Is time that 
we made the discovery.

Stupidity of the Brass Hats

EXTENSION OP REMARKS
OF

HON. WALTER NORBLAD
OF OREGON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, May 5, 1953

Mr. NORBLAD. Mr. Speaker, under 
leave to extend my remarks, I include 
herewith the following editorial from 
the Portland Oregonian on the subject 
of the handling of certain of the sol 
diers recently released from Korea: 

STUPIDITY OF THE BRASS HATS
The Armed Forces have been incredibly 

stupid In their handling of some of the 
most Important aspects of the repatriation 
of the several score GI's Just released from 
Communist prison camps. The crowning 
blunder came over the week end with the 
flight of 20 of the newly freed men to Valley 
Forge Hospital under conditions that Indi 
cated their superiors feared what they might 
say about Communists or communism.

Before the exchange of prisoners began, 
Army spokesmen were busy feeding a silly 
line of propaganda to the .American people. 
We should expect, they cautioned, to find 
that some of the prisoners had been Indoc 
trinated by their captors, that some had 
succumbed to the Communist "brain-wash 
ing" technique. Then the first stories from 
Korea were censored, In part It can be as 
sumed to prevent any ' heretical remarks

Crime Increase

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF

HON. OVERTON BROOKS
OF LOUISIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, May 7,4953

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, with 
permission to extend my remarks in the 
RECORD, I offer an editorial from the 
May 2 issue of the Shreveport Journal, 
of Shreveport, La. This editorial points 
up the increase in crime in the United 
States:

A SHOCKING REPORT
The Uniform Crime Reports bulletin, re 

cently issued, reveals shocking information 
about the Increase of criminal violations In 
the United States, with more than 2 million 
major crimes reported last year. The bul 
letin Is from highest authority, the Federal 
Bureau of Information, directed by J. Edgar 
Hoover.

The number of major crimes, estimated In 
1952, listed at 2,036,510, represented a gain of 
8.2 percent over the record of the year 1951. 
One of the most shocking disclosures is that 
violent crimes Increased 10.2 percent, which 
was 2.2 percent higher than the increase In 
burglaries and thefts.

The rise In criminal 'acts was not confined 
to urban areas. Rural sections reported an 
alarming Increase also—both rural and urban 
crimes were more than 8 percent above the 
previous year's record.

That the FBI chief considers the crime 
statistics shocking is Indicated by his com 
ment on last year's statistics: "For the first 
time In 7 years, all classifications of major 
crime Increased In urban areas. Negligent 
manslaughter, which decreased by 1 percent 
In rural areas, was the only, category of 
rural crime to decline."

Statistics for the bulletin came from 232 
communities with population exceeding 25,- 
000, representing about 15 percent of the 
Nation's population. These communities 
reported Information from 1,110,675 arrests.

with eight times as many males as females 
placed under arrest. Study of an average 
group of males and the same number of 
females revealed a larger percentage of 
women than men charged with murder, 
aggravated assault and liquor law violation. 
The percentage of men was higher than 
that of women In arrests for robbery, bur 
glary, auto thefts, and drunk driving.

Alarming is the fact that 7.8 percent of 
those arrested In the United States last year 
were under the age of. 18 years of age, 13.3 
percent were under 21, and 23.1 percent were 
under 25. The youthful criminals, statls- 
tistlcs revealed, showed strong inclination for 
crimes against property, including larceny, 
robbery, burglary, and auto thefts. Forty- 
eight percent of persons arrested for such 
crimes were under 25, many being under 17.

Obviously, law enforcement activities are 
important in the fight on crimes, but that's 
by no means all that Is necessary. Educa 
tional efforts for discouraging unlawful acts 
need to be increased, and as regards youths, 
there should be greater emphasis on the 
rights of others. Not only the home but 
school and church have responsibility In 
this direction, but particularly the home. 
It is due to parental neglect and indifference 
that many crimes are committed by youths, 
a shocking situation which the FBI Director 
himself has repeatedly referred In sounding 
warnings against the crime's upward trend.

Every good citizen should consider it his 
or her privilege and duty to help In the 
discouragement of lawless acts.

President Elsenhower's Approval of Tide- 
lands Grab Would Reverse Position of 
Great Republicans

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF

HON. MELVIN PRICE
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, May 7, 1953

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, under leave 
to extend my remarks in the RECORD, I 
include herewith an editorial entitled "A 
Record To Be Proud Of," which appeared 
in the May 7, 1953, issue of the St. Louis 
Post-Dispatch:

A RECORD To BE PROUD OF
President Elsenhower, on whose desk the 

offshore-oil giveaway bill will soon arrive, has 
often expressed pride In the Republican 
Party's record on conservation. In particu 
lar the President has voiced admiration for 
the contributions of Theodore Roosevelt to 
conserving our natural resources.

Inevitably this fine Republican record.now 
becomes the background against which Presi 
dent Elsenhower must act on the offshore-oil 
bill. It Is a record whose highlights Post- 
Dispatch readers will find refreshing and 
timely.

Actually the record far antedates the Re 
publican Party. Conservation through the 
device of the public domain started before 
the birth of present-day political parties. 
It commences shortly after the Revolution 
ary War. when the States, at the request of 
Congress, ceded to the Federal Government 
all the lands beyond their boundaries to 
which they had claimed title. The public 
domain thus came Into being.

The Republican Party itself started writing 
Its record for conservation 81 years ago when 
the first national park, Yellowstone, was es 
tablished, In 1872, in the administration of 
Republican President Ulysses S. Grant.
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Nineteen years later, In 1891, the first na 

tional forests were established, In the admin 
istration of Republican President Benjamin 
Harrlson. "This law," writes one historian, 
"was ol vital Importance because It stopped 
for the first time the policy of giving away 
the public lands and started a trend whereby 
the public lands were to be retained by the 
Federal Government for the benefit of the 
people as a whole."

That piece of history Is very much alive 
today, for President Elsenhower's signature 
'on the offshore-oil bill would reverse that 
trend.

Republican President William McKlnley's 
administration produced, In 1897, the organic 
act under which the national forests came 
to be administered.

But It was Republican President Theodore 
Roosevelt who brought conservation to its- 
full stature half a century ago. He not only 
threw himself Into the cause with all his 
famous vigor, but he also Interested the 
States In It through an epochal conference 
of Governors, such as President Elsenhower 
has Just held at the White House to discuss 
peace and security.

No one has more nobly expressed the high 
purpose of the public domain than did Theo 
dore Roosevelt when he established the pres 
ent Forest Service:
' "In tlie administration of the forest re 

serves. It must be clearly borne In mind that 
all land Is to be devoted to Its most produc 
tive use for the. most permanent good ol the 
whole of the people, and not for the tempo 
rary benefit of Individuals or companies.

"Where conflicting Interests must be rec 
onciled, the question will always be decided 
from the standpoint of the. greatest good 
of the greatest number.In the long run."

Those words apply to every other national 
treasure as much as they do to,the forests. 
They apply to minerals, waterways, and 
range. They apply to the oil lands beneath 
the seas off our coasts which Congress has 
Just voted In effect to devote to the tem 
porary benefit of Individuals or companies.

President Elsenhower need not content 
himself with merely taking pride In Theodore 
Roosevelt's record as a conservatlonlst. He 
can emulate It. And what a record It is.

With the Republican Glfford Plnchot as 
his right-hand man. Teddy set aside for 
national forests practically all the forest 
lands remaining In public ownership, 150 
million acres, three times as much as all his 
predecessors.

He set aside 1V4 million acres of land valu 
able for waterpower sites, 5 million acres of 
phosphate deposits, 30 million acres of coal 
lands.

The Reclamation Act was enacted In his 
administration (1902), authorizing the Sec 
retary of the Interior to withdraw lands 
from the public domain for the construc 
tion of reclamation works and the estab 
lishment of farms to be Irrigated.

It was in this act that two stout safe 
guards of "the greatest good of the greatest 
number" were set up—safeguards which still 
stand.

One gives public retail distribution sysf 
terns first call on federally produced electric 
power—the so-called preference clause. The 
other protects the small family-sized farm 
against being destroyed by factory farming. 
It sets a limit on the size of tracts which 
may be irrigated with water from Govern 
ment projects.

Republican President William Howard 
Taft's administration produced, in 1911, the 
law which enabled national forests, up to 
then limited to the West, to be created In 
the East as well.

.The setting aside of Federal game refuges 
for migratory birds. In 1927, and regulation 
of the Federal fisheries, were authorized in 
the administration of Republican President 
Calvin Cpolidge.

The first major public power and multiple- 
purpose dam, Hoover, formerly Boulder, was 
authorized (1928) and put into construction 
under the administration of Republican 
President Herbert Hoover.

This is the honorable history of the Re 
publican Party in conservation. It forms 
the context for whatever President Elsen 
hower does about the offshore-oil giveaway.

Will the name of Elsenhower go down In 
history as having carried forward the record 
of conservation made by Grant, Benjamin 
Harrison, McKlnley, Theodore Roosevelt, 
Taft, Coolidge, and Hoover?

Or will history say of him that he went 
against that record and set the trend run 
ning the other way?

Broken Promises and Busted Taxpayers

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF

HON. LAWRENCE H. SMITH
.Of WISCOKSIN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, May 5,1953

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I am including as part of my 
remarks an editorial that appeared in 
the. Washington Times-Herald today 
which reviews our monetary contribu 
tions to' the so-called foreign aid pro 
grams dating back to 1948. It cannot be 
successfully denied that this editorial is 
based on fact and not fiction:

BEOKEN PROMISES AND BUSTED TAXPAYERS
The President last week asked that for 

eign aid under the mutual security agency 
be continued for another year and that 
$5,800,000,000 be provided for the purpose. 
It may contribute to understanding of the 
proposal to identify it by the name It was 
given when It was originated in 1948 and If 
the promises made at that time are recalled.

The foreign aid program was given conr 
gresslonal approval as the Marshall plan. 
The agency which administered It was called 
the economic cooperation administration. 
Paul Hoffman was the first, head of EGA.

The Marshall plan as it was outlined by 
Secretary of State Marshall and his friends 
was a program of specified size and duration. 
The size was $17 billion and the expiration 
date was June 30, 1952. These were to be 
the maximum cost and the extreme date 
limit. Again and again it was represented 
that this was to be a one-time operation, 
that It was not to be repeated nor extended, 
and would never constitute a precedent for 
anything like it In the future. Assurances 
were given that the aid totaling 17 billions 
could be given without adverse effects upon 
the United States, or, as stated in that act, 
without impairing "the economic stability 
of the United States." '

The need for Marshall aid was represented 
as the consequences of shortage of dollars 
In European countries, which prevented them 
from purchasing American products and 
equipment they need for their economic 
recovery. The funds we supplied them, Presi 
dent Truman told Congress, would achieve 
the dual purpose of rising the standard of 
living in friendly countries and Increasing 
their capacity for production. The funds 
were to start at the highest level and, as 
Paul Hoffman put it, "come down every year 
so that there would not be a shock when 
the Marshall plan terminated In June 1952."

As June 30, 1952, approached, when EGA 
was to end according to the unconditional 
representation made to the American people, 
signs began to appear that the promise 
would not be kept. With about a year to go.

EGA put .out a report of its public advisory 
board, calling for a broadening of our for 
eign economic activities. The report declared 
that EGA can and should push forward on 
the Job ahead, but the 4-year limit ion its 
span of life should be eliminated and Its 
powers appropriately enlarged.

The chairman of the advisory board was 
William C. Foster, then Administrator of 
EGA. The other 12 members Included Robert 
H. Hlnckley, Utah Democratic politician who 
held several Jobs under Mr. Truman; Jon 
athan W. Daniels, Truman's biographer and 
former secretary; James G. Patton, head of 
the National Farmers' Union, the Truman 
administration's pet agricultural organiza 
tion; James B. Carey, the head CIO lobbyist; 
George Meany, of AFL; and Eric Johnston, a 
Truman appointee in several capacities.

The Truman administration accepted the 
findings of this phony board and obtained 
legislation extending EGA, and changing its 
name to the Mutual Security Agency. Under 
the new name, the public was given to think 
that foreign aid was to be almost exclusively 
military. In appropriating 6 billions for 
mutual security for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1952, Congress specified that 1 bil 
lion was to be for economic aid, 3y2 billions 
for military aid, and one-half billion for mili 
tary aid which could be transferred to the 
economic category.

The American people were led to believe " 
that economic aid was about over. The mili 
tary aid was being given on the theory that 
Europe was in dire peril. But Europe could 
not see it that way, and sought to use the 
whole of the 6 billion for economic items. 
Washington's resistance was broken down so 
that wheat, sugar, sulphur, and cotton were 
classified as defense Items.

It is no different in the present fiscal year. 
Last November, when President Truman's 
Commerce Secretary headed a commission to 
Investigate foreign aid, It reported back that 
much of so-called arms aid was in fact eco 
nomic In character. Defense Secretary Wil 
son has Just reported that $3.8 billion worth 
of arms will go to Europe during this fiscal 
year. That represents Q3.S billion of the $5.8 
billion that will be spent. A full year after 
economic aid was supposed to have stopped, 
it Is still being continued at the rate of $2 
billion a year.

The solemn obligation was to end Marshall 
plan aid in 4 years. Mr. Truman made it 
5. And now Mr. Elsenhower wants to make 
It 6. Europe isnt self-supporting after get-, 
ting the $17 billion, because we wouldn't let 
her be.

Foreign aid will last forever if people stand 
for it. When what Is now called mutual 
aid was called lend-lease, it was char 
acterized as follows by Walter Eliot, a mem 
ber of Parliament, and for many years a 
prominent figure in the British Government: 
"It is the most powerful and Important eco-r 
nomlc phrase of our time, the beginning of 
whose Importance we do not see, let alone 
the end."

If there Is any honesty In Government, 
foreign aid ought to end. Even taking Sec 
retary Wilson's figures, the $5.8 billion re 
quest of President Elsenhower ought to be 
cut by $2 billion. By Marshall test, it ought 
long since to have gone. He said It would be 
limited to $17 billion. It already exceeds 
$25 billion. By test given In the original 
act, it should «nd. That test is that It should 
not impair "the economic stability of the 
United States."

The net budget deficit since 1948 amounts 
to $12 billion, despite three tax Increases.. 
Foreign 'aid has impaired our economic sta 
bility and is Impairing it. Without foreign 
aid we could have avoided inflation and 
backbreaklng taxation. Without foreign aid 
In the present fiscal year the budget would 
be nearly in balance. Cutting out foreign 
aid In the year ahead would balance the 
budget after the tax cuts provided In the 
Reed bill.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — APPENDIX A2493
gystems and methods along sound, Intelli 
gent, forward-looking lines, geared to the 
American way of life.

In so doing, we must not overlook the 
great value of tradition In making our man 
power more effective. Suppose that all of 
our National Guard organizations had the 
splendid traditions of the Sumter Guards. 
Of course, many other units do have distin 
guished records, and many are earning them 
even today on the battlefields of Korea. 
Continued and Increased emphasis on splen 
did traditions, such as these, should do much 
to Improve the future effectiveness and mo 
rale and teamwork of both our Reserve and 
•Regular forces.

Founded In the dim past of 1819, your 
unit was born and dedicated to the worthy 
cause of our country's best Interests. After 
the adoption of its present name in 1832, 
it tested its fighting sinews on the plains 
and crags of Old Mexico. There, it laid a 
firm foundation for the superb fighting rec- 
or'. that was to follow. It then fought with 
conspicuous gallantry and great distinction 
and devotion through those dark, dark days 
of the War Between the States. Growing 
more mature through service to your State, 
It again answered the call to Federal duty 
along the Mexican border in 1916.

The supreme test was then at hand.' Into 
the flery maw of modern war, your prede 
cessors, and some of you here tonight, 
plunged at St. Mlhlel and went forward gal 
lantly and effectively as part of that great 
AEF to final victory on the Woevre Plain 
on that well-remembered llth day of No 
vember of 1918.

Once again a new generation added greatly 
to the finest fighting traditions of the Sum 
ter Guards on the worldwide battlefields of 
1941 to 1945. From Iceland to New Zealand, 
through Aachen, and over the Rhine, the 
guardsmen struck like lightning and kept 
on striking until final victory blessed our 
arms.

Those very briefly are the outstanding rec 
ords of the Sumter Guards in war. They 
are a priceless heritage of the past and a 
shining inspiration for the future. Your 
contributions as citizen-soldiers In peace, 
and your ardent and patriotic devotion to 
your country at all times and in all places, 
can never be fully measured In words. In 
closing, I should like to pay a final tribute 
to your peacetime heritages and to your great 
responsibilities and potentialities in this Im 
portant field in the future. I quote from a 
portion of a brief but splendid description 
of our citizen-soldiers:

"Soldier In war, civilian in peace—I am 
the guard. I was at Johnstown, where the 
raging waters boomed down the valley. I 
cradled the crying child in my arms and saw 
the terror leave her eyes. I moved through 
smoke and flame at Texas City. The stricken 
knew the comfort of my skill. I dropped 
the food that fed the starving beast on the 
frozen fields of the West, and through the 
towering drifts I plowed to rescue the ma 
rooned. I have faced forward to the tor 
nado, the typhoon, and the horror of the 
hurricane—these things I know—I was 
there—I am the guard. I have brought a 
more abundant,, a fuller, a finer life to our 
youth.

. "Wherever a strong arm and valiant spirit 
must defend the Nation, in peace or war, 
wherever a child cries, or a woman weeps 
in time of disaster, there I stand—I am the 
guard. For three centuries a soldier In war, 
a civilian In peace—of security and honor, 
I am the custodian, now and forever—I am 
the guard."

You are the Sumter Guards. In peace and 
in war, you have served your country well. 
May the outstanding heritage of your past 
continually be augmented by the boundless 
prospects of your future, solely on fields of 
peace, we earnestly hope and pray. Should

the acid test of .war finally come, we know 
that you will be there, as always, effectively 
and courageously In the forefront of the 
defenders of our Nation and of our way of 
life throughout the world.

Sermon at Funeral of Former Represent 
ative William L. Igoe

EXTENSION OF .REMARKS 
OP

HON. FRANK M. KARSTEN
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, May 11, 1953

Mr. KARSTEN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, under leave to extend my re 
marks in the RECORD, I include the fol 
lowing sermon given by his excellency. 
Archbishop Joseph E. Ritter, at the 
funeral of the Honorable William L. 
Igoe, K. S. G., at St. Gabriel's Church in 
St. Louis, Mo., on April 23, 1953:

Monslgnor O'Grady, secretary of the Na 
tional Conference of Catholic Charities; 
Monsignor McClafferty, president, of the 
School of Social Work, both of Washington; 
reverend clergy; officials of the Government, 
of the State and city; friends, all of you 
have come to assist Monsignor Butler in the 
offering of Mass for the repose of the soul 
of Colonel Igoe and to pay your last respects 
to his memory.

It was the express wish of Mr. Igoe that at 
his funeral mass someone speak on death. 
He did not seek to be eulogized, he did 
not wish to be praised. Rather, he would 
have us reflect upon the meaning of death— 
that death Is not a fearsome ordeal for the 
Christian, but his release for union with 
Almighty God, his maker.

Colonel Igoe's life was Indeed a worthy 
preparation for death and the life that fol 
lows. It was a long life of service to his 
country, his community and his church. 
He was active in the affairs of government. 
His political career included service In the 
United States House of Representatives; the 
Board of Police Commissioners, of which he 
was president for 4 years; the Democratic 
State committee and, in later years, adviser 
to Democratic leaders, notably John J. Coch- 
ran, and our present Congressman FRANK M. 
KARSTEN.

In Mr. Igoe's conception, the political serv 
ant must be many things—adamant in 
principle, flexible in discretionary negotia 
tion, broad and deep in his knowledge and 
understanding, Just in his conduct and 
charitable to all men. Mr. Igoe, in the 
execution of that concept, personified the 
Christian ideal. He was, in an intensely per 
sonal way, concerned with the poor and 
underprivileged. In St. Louis he partici 
pated until the end of his life on boards 
and committees of many civic and welfare 
organizations and contributed profoundly of 
himself to those in distress. Mr. Igoe's con 
cern for his fellow man was not adminis 
tratively limited; he knew the poor so well 
because he knew them from a personal love 
which sprang from Intimate association. He 
was national 1 - known for his leadership as 
a member of the superior council of the 
Society of St. Vincent de Paul, he was presi 
dent of the National Conference of Catho 
lic Charities for a year, and for 25 years he 
served on the board of directors of the 
Catholic Charities of St. Louis. He was also 
a member of the Holy Name Society, the 
Catholic Laymen's Retreat League, the 
Knights of Columbus, and the Society of St. 
Vincent de Paul of St. Gabriel's parish.

Colonel Igoe was a man of deep reli 
gious 'conviction. • Throughout life he was 
close to his church, to his Catholic faith. 
His was the life of a true servant of God. 
He loved God with heart and mind, and 
effectively served Him as the servant of his 
fellow man. He learned well the injunction 
of our divine Lord—"He that will be first 
among you, shall be your servant. For I 
have given you an example, that as 1 have 
done to you so do you also."

We pray, therefore, with confidence for 
his advent Into the glory of eternal light— 
and I am certain that the Lord will say to 
him, as He said to another servant, "Because 
you have been faithful over a few .things, 
I will place you over many things. Enter 
Into the Joy of the Lord."

The Great Oil Giveaway

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. MICHAEL J. KIRWAN
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OP REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, May 11, 1953

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Speaker, under 
leave to extend my remarks, I include 
the following editorial from the Youngs- 
town Vindicator, of Thursday, May 7, 
1953:

THE GREAT On, GIVEAWAY
The tidelands oil deal, approved by the 

Senate 56 to 35, may not be the greatest 
giveaway in history, but certainly Is one of 
the biggest and deserves the epithet of "the 
great oil robbery of 1953" applied by 
opponents.

The Senate bill, and one passed earlier by 
the House, hand over to 3 or 4 coastal States 
resources worth billions which actually be 
long to the people of all the States. The 
deal violates the principle stated by Senator 
LEHMAN, of New York: "Beyond the water's 
edge there Is no Texas, no California, no 
Louisiana, no Hew York. There is only the 
United States of America."

Ohioans may well resent the surrender of 
their share of the oil assets by most of their 
Representatives In the House and by Senators 
TAFT and BRICKEB.

No question of taking the Federal Gov 
ernment out of private enterprise is involved. 
Under Federal control the oil would still be 
developed by private companies. The differ 
ence is that the proceeds from leases would 
go to all the people, to whom the resources 
belong as decided by the Supreme Court, 
instead of going to a few States. As the 
cartoon on this page indicates, under Federal 
control the money was to be distributed 
among all the States for education.

The program is not only wrong in principle 
but dangerous in practice. It strengthens 
the selfish Interests which are trying to get 
control of such other national resources as 
waterpower. minerals, forests, and'grazing 
lands. A strong hint of this appeared In 
the amendment offered on the last day of 
Senate debate, to empower the public-land 
States to develop oil and other minerals in 
the Federal land within their borders, and 
pocket the proceeds.

More Court action is expected, particu 
larly on the provision giving Texas and 
Florida the oil for 10 Vi miles out. Yet, as 
the Supreme Court conceded, no legal bar 
rier prevents Congress from giving away the 
national treasure. It is unfortunate that 
President Elsenhower's Ill-advised campaign 
promises will Impel him to sign the give 
away.
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surtax rates forbade the taking of profits and 
encouraged the taking of losses. Beginning 
in the year 1922 a large Increase in reported 
profits is discernible, which amounts in both 
tables to a substantial excess over losses in 
1924, the first year in whloh the present 
method of taxing capital gains and treating 
capital losses went into effect. While some 
allowance must be made for the great pros 
perity enjoyed in 1924 and 1925, the statistics 
support the conclusion that the capital-gains, 
tax has removed the restraint exercised by 
the surtax rate on profit taking.

The same trend In the relation of gains 
to losses is Indicated in the following table 
prepared for this committee covering the 
returns of all individual taxpayers. Sta 
tistics of losses are not available and the 
losses stated below are estimated from se 
lected actual figures:
.Actual profits and estimated losses on sale 

of assets regardless of time for which such 
assets were held

Year

1917...
1018...
1919...
1020...
1021...
1022...
1023...
1024....
1025....

Total

Actual profits 
on sales of

• assets

$318, 170, 617
291, 185, 704
999, 364, 287

1,020,542,719
462, 858, 673
091,351,580

1,172,154,628
1,613,714,092
2, 932, 228, 840

9,701,571,140

Percent 
profit to

total 
income

2.63
1.64
4.45
3.82
1.08
3.99
4.00
5.12

11.60

Estimated 
losses on sale

of assets

$110,720,384
571,468,120

1, 175, 140, 097
1, 680, 304, 149
1,832,641,053
1,251,980,801
1,619,082,743

896, 906, 462
655,078,024

9, 739, 332, 423

Approx
imate 

percent 
loss to
total 

deduc
tions

12.50
31.38
45.58
56.87
48.85
35.41
36.15
22.45
19.05

It Is pointed out that In all three tables 
set forth in the preceding pages the ratio of 
gains to total income shows a marked In 
crease In each case beginning with the year 
1922, coinciding with the introduction of 
the capital-gains rate of tax. Although 
the full effect of this rise may not be 
attributable entirely to the reduction of the 
rate. It Is significant that the remarkable 
activity of the stock markets did not take 
place until some time later. A fair Inference 
may be drawn that the lowering of the rate 
largely contributed to bring activity in the 
sale of property. 
EXHIBIT a. ANNUAL REPORT OP THE SECRETARY

OP THE TREASURY FOR FISCAL YEAR ENDED
JUNE 30, 1927, PACES 10-11
Individual Income tax: The Revenue Act 

of 1926 made sweeping changes affecting the 
taxation of individual Incomes by increasing 
the personal credit exemption for single per 
sons 50 percent and that for married persons 
and heads of families 40 percent, by Increas 
ing the earned-lncome credit and by decreas 
ing the normal and surtax rates. More than 
44 percent of the individual taxpayers were 
relieved from income-tax payments. In 
1924, 4,489.698 individuals returned taxable 
net income, whereas in 1925 the number fell 
to 2,501,166, a decrease of almost 2 million. 
Under the new law the rates of normal tax 
were reduced from 2 percent," 4 percent, and 
6 percent to l>/2 percent, 3 percent, and 5 
percent, respectively. Surtax rates were cut 
from a maximum of 40 percent to a maxi 
mum of 20 percent. The earned-income pro 
vision was so extended as to apply to a maxi 
mum of $20,000 of such Incomes as compared 
with the limit in the former act of $10,000.

It was very naturally anticipated that 
these changes would result in considerable, 
loss of revenue. In fact, the report of the 
Ways and Means Committee submitted. to 
the House estimated a reduction of $46 
million in normal tax paid and a reduction 
of. $98,575.000 in returns from the surtax. 
As..a,matter of fact, however, .the individual, 
returns for the calendar year 1925 showed 
a larger tax than did those for 1924. The

individual-Income tax returned for 1924 was 
$704,265,390, and for 1925 $734,555,183, an 
increase of $30,289,793. As estimated, there 
was- a very large falling off In the normal tax 
return. Before the deduction of earned in-' 
come and capital loss credits, the normal tax 
returns decreased $41,434,565. On the other 
hand, surtax returns decreased only $4,687,- 
627, while the capital gains tax increased 
$68,967,907. There was a net gain of $22,- 
845,715, to which must be added $6,067,280, 
representing a decrease in the earned-income 
credit, and $1,376,798, representing a decrease 
In the capital loss credit.

The results are attributable to several 
causes: First and most important was the 
Increased prosperity of the country as ex 
emplified by the increased Income from cer-. 
tain sources, despite the reduction in num 
ber of returns. The Income from dividends 
returned, which were $3,250,913,954 In 1924 
rose to $3,464,624,648 in 1925 despite fewer 
returns and the reduction In total Income 
returned. More important than any other 
changes was the enormous increase in the 
income reported from the sale of property, 
both under the capital-gains section and un 
der the general provisions. Income from the 
sale of property under the general provi 
sion reported for 1924 amounted to $1,124,- 
565,568, while in 1925 this figure had Jumped 
to $1,991,659,499, an increase of $867,093,841, 
or 77 percent. In addition, Income under the 
capital net gains section Increased from 
$389,148,434 to $940,569,341; an Increase of 
$551,420,907, or 142 percent, and the tax from 
$48,603,064 In 1924 to $117,570,971 for 1925. 
In fact, the increased revenue from the.cap 
ital-gains tax more than offest the loss of 
$46,122,192 in normal and surtax returns.

In the second place, the entire decrease 
In taxable incomes occurred In the classes 
not in excess of $5,000, while for those in 
excess of $5,000 it materially increased. The 
number of taxable returns with income of 
less than $5,000 decreased 55 percent, while 
the number in excess of $5,000 increased .18 
percent; in excess of $25,000, 32 percent; in 
excess of $100,000, 67 percent; in excess of 
$300,000, 104 percent, and in excess of $1 
million, 176 percent. ,

The Treasury Department has always con 
tended that in the long run the taxation 
of income at moderate rates would be more 
productive than at very high rates. The 
soundness of this contention appears to have 
been amply borne out by the tax returns 
under the law of 1926, for both the calendar 
years 1925 and 1926!

The sources of the income returned for 
the calendar year 1925 as compared with 1924 
clearly illustrate the effect of the new reve 
nue act. The total national income un 
doubtedly greater in 1925 than in 1924, due 
to increased prosperity, but the income actu 
ally returned for individual income tax pur 
poses was less, due to the entire exemption 
of over 40 percent of the 1924 income tax 
payers. The income returned on account of 
wages and salaries was about $3,875,000.000 
less; from individual businesses about $1,- 
100 million less; from rents and royalties 
about $538 million less; and from Interest 
and investments about $467 million less. On 
the other hand, increased income was re 
turned from dividends and from sale of prop 
erty. Dividends increased about $214 million, 
while the gains from the sale of property, 
including that returned as capital net gains, 
Increased about $1,418,500,000. The largest 
reductions in net income reported for tax 
purposes, in the income from wages and 
salaries and in the income returned on 
account of individual business, were In the 
lower tax brackets. The reductions In re 
turns from rents and royalties and Interest 
and investment income were almost en 
tirely in the lower brackets. The greatest, 
beneficiaries of the 1926 act were, therefore, 
people of small Incomes, wage earners, sal-> 
aried men, and men operating small Individ 
ual business enterprises.

Paid in Full—Tidelands Giveaway

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF

HON. CHARLES R. HOWELL
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, May 11, 1953
Mr. HOWELL. Mr. Speaker, the fol 

lowing very eloquent editorial from the 
Trenton (N. J.) Trentonian of May 6 ex 
presses very effectively many of my own 
views on the so-called tidelands legisla 
tion. I believe Congress and President 
Eisenhower should work out a fairer and 
more morally tenable solution to this 
complex question. If., this fails, I hope 
our Supreme Court will again decide this 
issue along the lines of its previous deci 
sion. The editorial follows:

PAID IN FULL
(By Edmund Goodrich, editor and publisher 

'of the Trentonian)
Like the cat that ate the canary, the great 

sovereign States of Texas. California, and 
Louisiana can now sit back and lick their 
chops.

The tidelands bill cleared the Senate yes 
terday.

Thus the gift season has been moved ahead 
more than 6 months. But it was Uncle Sam, 
and not Santa Claus, who did the dishing 
out.

Morals in government being such as they 
are today, it is not too surprising that Con 
gress decided to give away some of our price 
less national assets. We are surprised, how 
ever, that men like President Eisenhower, 
Senator TAFT, Senators SMITH and HEN- 
DRICKSON of New Jersey, and others of theli 
dependable caliber were such acquiescent 
parties to the highly dubious transaction.

We are also surprised, indeed, amazed, at 
the speed with which the coup was executed.

Why the hurry? What was the compelling 
factor behind the sudden decision to change 
the 180-year-old territorial status of our 
States?

Were the benefactors fearful that time 
might change the people's thinking and re 
verse the tide against the tidelanders?

Were they afraid the people might come to 
the conclusion that Texas, California, and 
Louisiana—Democratic States all—were be 
ing paid in full for helping the Republicans 
win the election last November?

Why should a discriminatory measure 
such as this have been speedballed through 
Congress at a time when so many matters 
of more vital interest to all States required 
our undivided time and consideration?

Why, all of a sudden, did the overgrasping 
desires of a few coastal States take preced 
ence over the pressing needs of Inland 
States which outnumber them nearly 10 to 1?

If this isn't a political payoff, then what is 
It, we'd like to know?

About three decades ago a Cabinet mem 
ber was sent to Federal prison for conspir 
ing with private interests to exploit mineral 
rights on public lands. We have reference, 
of course, to the infamous Teapot Dome 
scandal, Just in case your memory doesn't 
go back to the early twenties.

Manipulations like that were contrary to 
law and public policy then.

They still are.
No public official today would dream of 

sacrificing any of our national assets for 
private gain.

Yet Congress is willing to pass a law giv 
ing these assets to certain States; allowing 
them, thereunder arid thereby,. to do tne 
very things which Federal laws and sound 
public policy do not condone.
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The matter of precedent also Is pertinent. 

If, for example, we are Justified in extend-. 
jng the offshore boundaries of coastal 
States by giving them submerged property 
belonging to our Central Government, what 
wlll It lead to? What will become of our 
national parks and forests under such a 
policy-?

. Wlll Intrastate boundaries be extended 
Into these valuable precincts if Inland States 
decided to pull Uncle Sam's beard for a 
chunk of public land?

If not, why not? One premise sounds as 
logical as the other—at least where political 
considerations are Involved.

What about the countless—and In. some 
instances uncharted—Hawaiian Islands, 
which soon will be admitted to statehood? 
Where wlll their boundaries start and stop?

Under the silly tidelands bill they'll prob 
ably wind up with Jurisdiction over the entire 
pacific Ocean—provided, of course, Cali 
fornia doesn't beat them to the punch.

And what ab«ut the Coast Guard? Will it 
remain under-Federal jurisdiction or wlll the 
privileged coastal States take it over? (We 
suppose the latter question answers itself: 
Depends on who pays.)

One of a democracy's greatest virtues Is 
the principle of majority rule. One of its 
greatest weaknesses is that the majority Is 
not always right.

In this case the majority must be wrong. 
Otherwise it wouldn't be so easy for the cat 
Jo eat. the canary.

Communism Will Not Be Destroyed by 
Bombs or Bullets -

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
op

HON. LAWRENCE H. SMITH
OF .WISCONSIN

IN THE HOUSE OP REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday. May 5,1953

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak 
er, Charles A. Wells, editor and publisher 
of Between the Lines is an outstanding 
Christian Journalist, who expresses; his 
views candidly and vigorously. In his 
newsletter of May 1, he points out the 
truth that cannot be refuted. In his col 
umn entitled "X-Ray and Forecast," he 
points out in part that the free nations 
cannot destroy communism by invading 
Russia or its satellites for the purpose 
of overcoming the Communist terror 
which besets the world today. I do not 
always "agree with the views expressed 
by Mr. Wells but I admire his courage 
and tenacity in asserting basic truths 
in our relationship with other nations.

Mr. Speaker, I am including as part of 
my remarks a portion of Mr. Wells' col 
umn X-Ray and Forecast:

Voice of world opinion: The press, authori 
tative observers, business leaders, diplomats, 
and statesmen—In London, Tokyo, New 
Delhi, Paris, Stockholm, Amsterdam, Berlin, 
Rome—reveal a state approaching alarm over 
the failure of Americans to grasp the essen 
tial elements in the conflicts and tensions 
of our day.

World opinion regards Elsenhower as offer- 
Ing strong, hopeful leadership at times, but 
that his achievements are crippled through 
the undercutting by elements of his own po 
litical regime and by his sharing of Washing 
ton's continued overemphasis on militarism 
to meet problems that lie beyond the range of 
military power. Our military, industrial, and 
economic superiority will.gain us nothing If

this world view toward us continues, for con 
trary to the opinions of the hard-shell Isola 
tionists, America cannot live alone, world 
trade is vital to our prosperity and a high 
percentage of the raw materials we require 
now must come from abroad.

Many top world leaders fear that because 
of America's lack of understanding of the 
.problems and sentiments of others, In Asia— 
Japan, India, Burma—will swing away from 
us, and that Europe wlll seek a strong, neu 
tral, independent ground that will wreck our 
5 years of costly NATO rearmament planning 
to build a free democratic world around us. 
.While our European and -Asian allies will re- . 
slst communism they will deal with Russia 
as suits them, and their economic needs dic 
tate, which wlll greatly strengthen the Soviet 
position and weaken our own. These proc 
esses are already under way. It is known in 
diplomatic circles that even Churchill in 
England Is lending weight to this breakaway 
from America's leadership.

Such developments will affect the fortunes 
of all Americans, for Asia and Europe wlll re 
sist commercial associations with us, estab 
lish stronger Independent economic ties with 
their neighbors whether Communist or not. 
With this trend abroad and tariff barriers 
rising here, our prosperity wlll be consider 
ably dampened. We will no longer be the 
center of worldwide trade which has been 
official Washington's quietly spoken apologia 
to American business for much of our ad 
mittedly expanding military domination. 
There are flashes of brilliant leadership on 
the part of Elsenhower and other peace- 
minded leaders in Washington which reveal 
an awareness of these Issues and an apparent 
intention of dealing sincerely with them, but, 
as a noted British editor put it, "These brief 
moments are soon clouded over with the 
provincialism and blind political arrogance 
that now characterizes the American politi 
cal arena."

The chief barrier to American understand 
ing of today's events Is our continued ob 
session with military might, our entrapment 
In a war-bred economy with Its treacherous 
prosperity, and our intoxication from ab 
sorbing vast quantities of our own distorted 
propaganda. While we have built a great 
wall of military defense around us, it has 
been on such a costly scale and involving 
such profligate waste that no nation can 
afford to walk with us—a condition that 
easily creates fears and resentment.

Our failure to utilize properly our great 
material, political, and spiritual resources, 
and to understand the rest of the world, 
arises out of the following false assump 
tions :

1. That the Communists are planning to 
conquer the world through the use of the 
Russian Army or Navy or alrpower.

2. That all political and economic unrest 
and disintegration today Is a result of Com 
munist plotting.

3. That we can therefore stop communism 
only by armed might and by supporting any 
regime, no matter how rotten and oppres 
sive, as long as It opposes the Communists.

In these three fallacies, you find the roots 
of the military extremism that, under both 
the Democrats and the present administra 
tion, brings us nearer to economic disaster 
through high taxes and inflation, and also 
the source of the reactionary fanaticism 
which now dominates the Republican Party 
and well may destroy the GOP itself and do 
Irreparable harm to America's future.

Here are the truths that must be recog 
nized, that stand In opposition to these 
great fallacies:

1. The Communist plot for world conquest 
centers in the Marx and Lenin doctrine of 
infiltration, education (Marxist), agitation, 
and revolution, with civil revolts by the op 
pressed masses promoted from within and 
with the seizure of power by native Commu 
nists from within—rather than by the iu-

vaslon of Russian armed power from with 
out. The Communists have followed this 
plan without exception in the Red expan 
sionist drive. The Russian armed power is 
to be used only as a background, to main 
tain the defensive might of the great mother 
of all the Soviets—Russia—and as a source of 
military supplies for the native-led Red 
forces in non-Communist areas. For it is 
true that violence is urged as the only means 
of destroying capitalism and the capitalistic 
states. Even civil war is urged as the best 
means "to utterly destroy the last remaining 
vestiges of the capitalists' political power." 
(See The Thesis and Statutes of the Commu 
nist International, or The Russian Revolu 
tion, by Lenin, or The Foundation of Lenin 
ism, by Stalin.)

But violence, in civil revolt and civil war 
is not the same thing by any means as an 
Invasion of the Russian Army. And no na 
tion, the United States or anyone else, can 
hurl armies into a neighboring state to pre 
vent these people from going Communist of 
their own accord, by whatever means em 
ployed, without starting incalculable difficul 
ties. This was the trap which snared us in 
Korea. How many Koreas could we at 
tempt?

2. Most of the political upheavals and 
disintegrations of our day, such as the col 
lapse of China, revolts In Indochina, Iran, 
Egypt, Africa, etc., would have occurred 
under other symbols, other banners and 
slogans—even if the Communists had never 
existed? In some places the Communists 
have been able to hasten and direct these 
historic revolutionary changes, as they un 
questionably did in China. But they have 
not created these trends—they have utilized 
and exploited them for their own evil ends. 
The facts of India's great emergency and 
Africa's awakening, both with little or no 
Communist, Influence, provide ample proof 
of this historic direction.

American Influence and strategy is thus 
being terribly handicapped by the narrow 
partisan fanaticism that attempts to label 
as Communistic all world changes that 
threaten the privileged position of wealth, 
that attributes unrest In Europe, the fall 
of China and the general chaos of Asia, to 
the machinations of the reds and pinks in 
our State Department. There were reds in 
the State Department and Moscow has done 
a lot of plotting, but to focus all energy 
and resources on this small portion of the 
picture is like the hunter who beats his 
dog for its failure to corner the game—while 
the bear charges. Whether they are in Con 
gress or right next door, those who. foster, 
this Juvenile, totally inadequate concept of 
today's need are doing more harm to Amer 
ican influence, strength, and leadership than 
several shiploads of rag-tailed Reds. The 
FBI could take care of the Reds but the hot 
heads and fanatics in Congress can thwart, 
domineer, and pervert the FBI as well as 
hamstring American leadership.

3. We can't stop communism by support- 
Ing corrupt, oppressive regimes—Franco of 
Spain, French colonialism In Indochina, 
etc.—as we pointed out in our last issue. 
On the basis of shortsighted military expe 
diency, to back Franco and the French colon 
ialism can appear reasonable. But we can 
not protect the principles of capitalistic 
wealth from communism by bolstering rotten 
selfish wealth on an equal footing with our 
support of honest Christian wealth that Jus 
tifies its existence by promoting the good 
of all men. One of the great facts of this 
century Is that we can only protect wealth 
in this day by transforming it into wealth 
that shares—a principle that some in our 
churches and pulpits have not even yet come 
to see.

As an emphatic Illustration of this situa 
tion, it is interesting-to note that the King 
of Cambodia (a state in Indochina) is now 
in America and in an Interview in the New
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veteran patients because of the shortage 
of necessary Veterans' Administration 
facilities.

In a recent report to Gov. Earl War 
ren, the department commanders of the 
American Legion, the Veterans of For 
eign Wars, the Disabled American Vet 
erans, and the AMVETS, estimated that 
in 1948 there were approximately 1,750,- 
000 veterans in the State. On Decem 
ber 31, 1952, the Veterans' Administra 
tion estimated that there were 1,539,000 
veterans in the State. The California 
department of veterans' affairs believes 
that, as of January 1953, the correct fig 
ure was very close to 2,000,000. In view 
of the disparity between these estimates, 
it is essential that there be a prompt re- 
survey of the veteran population of the 
State. Veterans are still migrating to 
California in such numbers that pre 
vious estimates become obsolete almost 
overnight.

As a member of the House Committee 
on Veterans' Affairs, I have today sent 
to the Veterans' Administrator a letter 
urging immediate steps to provide an 
accurate and up-to-date census of Cali 
fornia's veteran population. At the same 
time." I am requesting the Governor of 
California to lend full assistance to this 
urgent task. I am confident that when 
the full facts are known to the Congress, 
there will not be a single Member of the 
House who will oppose prompt corrective 
action as a matter of simple justice to 
the veterans of California, some of whom 
are former constituents of each of you.

However, action in one respect cannot 
wait for this information to be made 
available. In the case of veterans need 
ing neuropsychiatric care, immediate re 
lief is vital. The California Department 
of Mental Hygiene reports that there are 
over 4,600 veterans hospitalized in State 
mental institutions. For the most part, 

• California taxpayers are paying for their 
care, although approximately 40 percent 
of them came to California from other 
States. The Veterans' Administration 
has only two hospitals in California, 
plus one under construction, to take care 
of neuropsychiatric patients from Ari 
zona, Nevada, and other Western States, 
as well as those from California. There 
are long waiting lists of eligible veterans. 
This situation is intolerable, both from 
the standpoint of the veteran who needs 
and is entitled to hospitalization, and 
also from that of society, to whom many 
of these veterans may at any time be 
come dangerous.

On October 19, 1946, a new 1,000-bed 
neuropsychiatic hospital was approved 
for construction in the San Francisco 
area- Since that time some $400,000 has 
been spent preparing the site and pro 
viding a fence for the area; however, 
construction funds have not yet been 
made available. Meanwhile, veterans 
have continued to migrate into the State 
and the impact of the Korean war on 
this principal port of debarkation is 
making the situation more acute from 
month to month.

May I urge the Appropriations Com 
mittee and my colleagues of the House 
to recognize the urgency of our need 
and to assign to this project the number 
one priority position for hospital con-the faots of the case so

Submerged Lands Act

EXTENSION OP REMARKS 
OP

HON. ROBERT C. (BOB) WILSON
OP CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF BEPBESENTATIVES

' Monday, May 18,1953
Mr. WILSON of California. Mr. 

Speaker, last week this body passed H. R. 
4198 with the Senate amendments, con 
cerning title to certain submerged lands. 
Among my reasons for voting for this bill 
is my understanding that the bill will 
not necessitate any change in the tradi 
tional United States policy with respect 
to the breadth of the territorial sea.

Mr. Speaker, the tuna industry of 
southern California is the largest and 
most valuable fishing industry of the 
United States. The great bulk of tuna 
used by this industry is caught by vessels 
operating out of the port of San Diego in 
my district. These vessels operate off 
the coast of the United States and of 
nine countries of Latin America facing 
on the eastern tropical Pacific. They 
customarily fish in the waters from Cali 
fornia south to and including the high 
seas off Peru. Many of these countries 
in the past several years have made 
claims to extended jurisdiction over the 
high seas adjacent to their coasts. These 
claims have, for the most part, not been 
applied against our vessels and none of 
them have been accepted in the interna 
tional field as being valid. The reason 
for this has been that the United States 
in each instance has protested to the 
claimin'g government that it reserved 
all rights of its vessels to operate on the 
high seas.without molestation from a for 
eign country and that it considered the 
high seas to,commence 3 miles from the 
low-water mark of any coast.

If the United States should modify in 
any respect its policy with respect to the 
breadth of territorial waters, that is that 
the proper breadth of the territorial sea 
is 3 miles measured from the low-water 
mark, then these claims would once more 
.burst forth upon us and severely cripple, 
if not entirely incapacitate, the fisheries 
of this country—and also adversely af 
fect our merchant marine, airlines, and 
Navy.

My grounds for supporting H. R. 4198 
are as follows:

First. Section 6 of the bill specifically 
reserves to the United States Govern 
ment, as does the Constitution, all pow 
ers of regulation and control over said 
lands and waters needed for the conduct 
of international affairs.

The Senate Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs left no doubt as to 
what it meant by this section. Senator 
CORDON, the acting chairman, in report 
ing the bill to the Senate for the com 
mittee said—in the CONGRESSIONAL REC 
ORD of April 1. page 2617—that the pur 
pose clearly was to enunciate as emphat 
ically as possible that the rights of the 
Federal Government in international 
affairs cannot be interfered with by any 
situation created under the resolution— 
Senate Joint Resolution 13. The resolu

tion, he said, sought to transfer, estab 
lish, and vest in the States proprietary 
interests which in themselves are pro 
prietary in character, but in no sense 
governmental. This makes it quite plain 
that the committee sought in this bill to 
transfer to the coastal States dominium 
over the contiguous territorial sea and 
seabed but to retain imperium to the 
United States. This is, in fact, all it 
could do under the Constitution. Ac 
cordingly, this bill will not necessitate a 
change in the policy of the United States 
with respect to the other members of the 
international community. 
. Second. This bill does not seek to es 
tablish where the Gulf of Mexico bound 
aries of the State of Florida and the 
State of Texas are. It deliberately and 
intentionally leaves those issues moot. 
The pertinent section is the last sen 
tence of section 4. The acting chair 
man of the Senate, committee report 
ing the bill to the Senate states plainly 
on page 2618 of the CONGRESSIONAL REC 
ORD for April 1 that the purpose of the 

. joint resolution was to create by law a 
status and condition. which existed in 
fact up to the time of the California 
decision. He stated further, on page 
2620, that it was not a part of the power 
or duty of the Congress to make deter 
minations with reference to these 
boundaries or where these bound 
aries should lie. He said quite prop 
erly that this is a matter for the 
courts to determine, or for the United 
States through Congress and the legis 
lative organizations of the several 
States to reach an agreement upon. He 
further said that this bill did not seek 
to invade either of these provinces but 
left both exactly where the Congress 
found them. He said quite flatly that 
the pending bill did not seek to prejudge 
these issues or to determine them. On 
page 2634 he mentioned further that the 
boundaries of the States cannot be 
changed by Congress without the con 
sent of the States. He stated quite 
properly that the Congress cannot do 
anything legislatively in that field and 
did not attempt to do so in this bill. 
Accordingly, it seems plain to me that 
this bill does not affect, either one way 
or another, the extended claims of Texas 
and Florida in the Gulf of Mexico. 
Therefore, there is no reason for the 
United States to change its traditional 
policy on the extent of the territorial 
sea until such a time in the future as 
the courts or the Congress in conjunc 
tion with the legislatures of the States 
properly effect such a change in the pres 
ently understood boundaries of Texas 
and Florida.

Third. The United States has long 
held and holds up to the present mo 
ment, so far as I know, that a nation 
cannot unilaterally change its bound 
aries with respect to the other members 
of the international community. In the 
final act of the Conference on United 
States-Ecuadoran Fishery Relations 
concluded April 14, 1953, in Quito, Ecua 
dor, occurs the following agreement be 
tween the two official delegations of the 
two nations:

The conference agrees that It Is not with- 
la its competence to resolve differences in
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legal dispositions and Juridical 'concepts of 
the United States and Ecuador regarding 
territorial waters and Innocent passage the 
principles of which In any event are not sus 
ceptible of bilateral determination since 
these principles are matters for determina 
tion only by the general agreement of mari 
time states.

The gist of this same statement has 
been included in numerous protests and 
reservations which the Uhited'States has 
made to nations which sought to extend 
their coastal boundaries into the high 
seas through unilateral action over the 
course of the past several years.

I assume that the United States will 
apply at home those same precepts 
which for many years it has attempted 
to have applied abroad.

Fourth. Under our Constitution, treaty 
law supersedes congressional law. The 
United States is bound by treaty with 
Great Britain, Panama, Cuba* and other 
countries to uphold the principle of a 
breadth of territorial sea of 3 geographic 
miles in width, measured from the low- 
water mark.

The language in the pertinent conven 
tion of 1924 with Panama—Treaty Series 
No. 707—is:

ABTICLE 1. The high contracting parties de 
clare that It Is their firm Intention to uphold 
the principle that 3 marine-miles extending 
from the coastline outwards, and measured 
from low-water mark, constitute the proper 
limit of territorial waters.

I assume that the United States can 
not change this policy without first 
abrogating these several treaties. Any 
one of these four reasons which I cite 
appear strong enough to me to support 
the view that the pending, legislation 
does not necessitate any change in the 
traditional policy of the United States 
with respect to the breadth of the terri- 
trial sea. All. four of these reasons, 
when taken together, seem to make that 
case incontrovertible. Accordingly, I 
assume that this measure- will do no 
harm to the great tuna fishing industry 
of my State and district;

I might, say that the remarks I have' 
made with respect to the tuna industry 
of my State and district apply equally 
to the shrimp industry of the States 
facing on the Gulf of, Mexico, the great 
bottom fisheries of New England which 
fish off the shores of Canada near Nova 
Scotia and Newfoundland, and the fish 
eries of the State of Washington for 
halibut, for troll.salmon and for bottom, 
fish caught by means of. trawls off the. 
west coast of British Columbia, and par 
ticularly in Hecate Straits.

The general interest of the United' 
States fishing industry in this subject 
was aptly stated by Dr. W. M. Chapman, 
then Special Assistant to the Under Sec 
retary of State, on May 25; 1950; to the 
Subcommittee on Fisheries of the'House1 
Committee on Merchant Marine and' 
Fisheries, in connection with an investi 
gation of a seizure by Mexico of several- 
United States shrimp vessels. This ap 
pears on pages 11 and 12 of that state 
ment. He says:

The fish populations which provide the 
raw material for four-filths or more of the 
fishing industry now active In the Unite* 
States either Inhabit the. high seas of. tha

world or move back and forth between the 
high seas and the marginal seas of the con 
tiguous countries.

The tuna fishery has become the most 
valuable marine fishery of the United States. 
Nine-tenths of Its yield comes from areas of 
the high seas which are contiguous to the 
10 American Republics south of San Diego 
oh the Pacific coast. The fishery Is still In 
a rapid state of expansion both volumewlse 
and geographically. Nearly all sources of 
further expansion lie In the high seas off the 
coasts of other countries both in the Pacific 
and the Atlantic.

The great fisheries that have been prose 
cuted by New Englandsrs for 300 years lie 
for the most part In the high seas contiguous 
to the coast of Canada. Ail expansion that 
Is anticipated lies in the direction of being 
farther and farther from our coasts, north 
ward and eastward around the corner of 
Newfoundland and up Davis Strait past 
Greenland and Labrador.

In the Pacific Northwest we have valua 
ble fisheries for salmon, halibut, various 
ground fish, albacore, and other fishes in the 
high seas contiguous to British Columbia. 
Our Pacific fisheries are expanding outward 
into the multitudinous islands of Ocsania, 
which are under the jurisdiction of many 
nations.

The fishery for shrimp in the Gulf of 
Mexico has become one of our most rapidly 
growing and valuable fisheries. New banks 
are being discovered one after the other. 
The rapidly expanding fishery Is moving 
south into the high seas contiguous to our 
neighbors to the south. It is known that 
large unused resources of shrimp lie farther 
south waiting the harvest and going to waste 
each year for want of it.

Thus If we permit the loss of our fisheries 
that now exist In the high seas contiguous 
to the coasts, of foreign countries we lose the 
biggest half of our fishing industry at one: 
stroke.

Even this, however. Is not so serious as. the 
fact that. we would at the same time lose • 
the right to expand these fisheries as this. 
Nation's need for protein food and animal 
oils expands with our growing population.

The food resources of our land area are 
strictly limited. The vast food resources 
available in the sea are only now being 
realized as the result of ocean-research pro 
grams which have been going on during and 
since the war. Undreamed-of new technical 
means are being designed and put into use 
to harvest food resources not known to man 
kind before. The picture of harvesting food 
from the sea.is changing with such rapidity 
that no man can tell today what shape or: 
volume it will take next year or the years, 
thereafter.

We cannot afford to allow ourselves to be 
exluded from access to these raw materials 
of the sea.

If one1 nation can unllaterally extend Its 
sovereign territory out to sea by as much 
as a quarter of a mile, then there Is no 
reason why It or any other nation cannot, 
extend its boundaries seaward by 200 miles, 
by 400 miles, or by such distance It may de 
sire. In the chaotic situation that such 
claims and, counterclaims would bring about, 
the 'United States would not stand to be 
the gainer, nor, I believe, would mankind 
generally.

Whether the band of marginal sea Is 2 
miles, 3 miles, or 6 miles Is not a matter of- 
the greatest practical Importance. The Im 
portant practical point Is that It must be 
narrow In order to prevent those nations 
who are able to harvest the resources of the 
sea from being, excluded from access.to these 
resources. (Quotation from pp. 298 and 299. 
of the hearings before the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, U. 8. Senate, 
Submerged. Lands.)

Our Defense Policy

EXTENSION OP REMARKS
OF

HON. JOHN J. SPARKMAN
OF ALABAMA

IN THE SENATE OP THE UNITED STATES

Monday, May 18,1953
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in- the Appendix of the RECORD a very 
excellent address entitled "Our Defense 
Policy." The address has attracted con 
siderable attention throughout the coun 
try and was delivered by the junior 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON] 
as an Armed Forces Day speech at 
Enid, Okla.

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to. be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows:

OTJK DEFENSE POLICY
(Address by-Hon. STUART STMINCTON, of 

Missouri)
It is an honor to be with you here on 

Armed Forces Day at Vance Air Force Base. 
It is always a privilege and a pleasure to be 
in Oklahoma, the great neighbor of my own 
Missouri.

I wish to pay tribute to Oklahoma's two 
outstanding Senators, BOB KEHR and MIKE 
MONRONET. I know them both well, and 
work with them day after day in the United 
States Senate. They stand for the best that 
there Is In Government, and you can well be. 
proud of the accomplishments of these men. 
They work not only for the good of Okla 
homa, but for the' good of the whole country..

It so happens that as Secretary of the. Air 
Force it was my privilege to issue the order, 
that reactivated this alrbase. I. recall the 
occasion when BOB KEHR. came to consult 
with me about it. I had.long known of. his 
great Interest in national defense and I had. 
warmly applauded his efforts in helping to 
establish the Air Force as a separate arm of 
the military. I am proud that BOB KERB Is 
not only a great friend of aviation, but also a 
friend of mine.

Senators KERR.and MONRONEY made a most 
persuasive cac^ for the reactivation of this 
base. Their arguments were sound and pa 
triotic.

It was particularly fitting that the Enld, 
Okla., base should be reactivated, not only 
because of the intrinsic merit of the base,, 
but also as a recognition of BOB .KERB'S out 
standing contribution to the cause of na 
tional defense and to the peace of the world.

In connection with the peace of the world, 
I want to talk a few minutes today about our 
defense policy.

The.success or failure of any business de 
pends primarily upon the planning and pro 
graming ability of its leaders.

The security of any country also depends 
primarily upon such planning, along with Its- 
spiritual, economic, and military strength of 
the nation.

One sure way to obtain minimum military 
return from maximum economic effort Is to 
constantly raise and lower the planning of 
military programs.

Today, as was recently pointed out in a 
fine editorial, the free world nves by the 
grace of a thin line of defense; a line so 
thin that we have had *ut 12 Sabre Jets-^

only a dozen planes, and yet military 
leaders such as President Elsenhower and 
Field Marshal Montgomery have declared, 
that airpower is the dominant factor la 
war today.
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It, And It may turn out that his Idea of 
•yhat Is merely greedy, but not too greedy. 
Is not different from that of anybody else 
who has something to sell. Just the same, I 
imagine Secretary Weeks won't take Secre 
tary McKay into his club until he Is sure he 
Isn't inclined to be objective In matters of 
this kind."

"Do you have to be a member of the Cabi 
net to Join?"

"For the alpha chapter, maybe you do, but 
there's the making of a good chapter in Con 
gress: All the Senators and Representatives 
who are standing firmly against price, wage, 
and rent controls; even against standby leg 
islation to be used in case of a national 
emergency. And all the Members who op 
pose low-rent housing. And the Members 
now proposing to allow the railroads to raise 
rates without waiting. for the Interstate 
Commerce Commission to pass on them. 
And those opposing the reciprocal trade 
agreements. You can think of others."

"Tell me, Old Timer, did they ever really 
make wooden nutmegs in Connecticut?"

"I doubt it, but If they did, people prob 
ably Just thought It was cute. Those were 
the good old days."

The St. Lawrence Seaway

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP

HON. EDWARD MARTIN
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE SENATE OP THE UNITED STATES

. Wednesday, May 20, 1953
Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, we have 

before us many problems which should 
have the consideration of all of us.. One 
of them is the building of the St. 
Lawrence seaway. I ask unanimous con 
sent to have printed in the Appendix of 
the RECORD an editorial entitled "Build 
ing Seaway Piecemeal Still Doesn't Jus 
tify It," published in the Philadelphia 
Inquirer.

There being no objection, the editorial 
v/as ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows:
BUILDING SEAWAY PIECEMEAL STILL DOESN'T 

JUSTIFY IT
Support of the St. Lawrence seaway by the 

Elsenhower Cabinet in no way changes the 
fundamental objections to that project.

The plan proposed by the administration 
represents a tactical retreat by the seaway 
proponents. We are told, for example, that 
instead of building it all the way to Duluth, 
It Is to be built only as far as Toledo. We 
are told, also, that Instead of costing over a 
billion dollars the curtailed plan will cost 
only $100 million and be self-liquidating.

Anyone who has watched the spending of 
Government money will find difficulty in as 
suming that so much of a billion-dollar sea 
way can be built for a mere "$100 million."

What we are not told Is that once the sea 
way Interests win this battle, they will have 
rammed a big boot in the doorway.

.Even before it is finished we may expect 
to hear that doing this Job half will not be 
enough. We also may expect to be told that 
our Investment In the piecemeal plan may 
be largely wasted unless we spend the rest 
oi the money to finish the seaway.

None of the compromise arguments in any 
way answer the primary objections to the sea 
way project.. Those are:

First, that it would tax all the American 
People for the commercial benefit of a very 
"?y: second, that it would subsidize, with 
government money, development of. inland' 

at the expense of the existing ports

along the Atlantic, Including' Philadelphia; 
third, that it would subsidize Interests, many 
of them Canadian, at the expense of Atlantic 
coast shippers and eastern railroads and all 
whose livelihoods depend on them.

Seaway supporters like to cry that it Is 
selfish for eastern cities to oppose their proj 
ect. We find it difficult to understand why 
it is selfish for Philadelphia, for example, 
to defend its commerce while it is somehow 
Unselfish for Great Lakes Interests to de 
mand use of Federal funds to artlflcally di 
vert our commerce to their ports.

This newspaper remarked recently that if 
ever there was a time not to build the sea 
way, that time is now. The Elsenhower ad 
ministration is trying to cut expenses every 
where, even including the costs of national 
defense. Just why millions should be spent 
for the seaway at a time when we are re 
ducing expenditures for the Nation's security 
is mighty hard to understand.

Louisiana Boundary 3 Leagues From 
Shore

EXTENSION OP REMARKS
OF

HON. OVERTON BROOKS
OF LOUISIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 20, 1953
Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. Mr. 

Speaker, under leave to extend my re 
marks, I offer the following editorial 
from the New Orleans Item, issue of May 
7. 1953:

TIDELANDS FIGHT GOES On
With passage of the Holland bill by the 

Senate,'the States have won an important 
phase of their battle for control of the 
marginal offshore oil.

It appears that the House will abandon 
Its own already passed version of the tide- 
lands bill and accept the Senate measure. 
If so, this will save time-wasting conferences 
and get the bill to President Elsenhower for 
his signature that much sooner.

The Senate measure confirms outright 
State ownership of coastal lands within the 
States' "historic boundaries."

It also provides that, even if the courts 
dispute Congress' right to quitclaim title to 
the States, the States will have authority to 
develop the natural resources of the mar 
ginal area.

Thus, whether or not court scraps de 
velop over State ownership, State control 
will remain.

But the main battle over tidelands oil ' 
is by no means over.

Other questions—of equal significance— 
still must be fought out in Congress—and 
probably in the Supreme Court. These In 
clude—

A firm definition of exactly where State 
boundaries He.

A determination of what role the States 
are to play in development of offshore lands 
beyond the historic boundaries.

These are issues of fundamental Impor 
tance. For they will determine what inter 
est, If any, Louisiana is to have in the oil 
development beyond the 3-mile limit.

Under the Holland bill, our rights are clear 
only out to the 3-mlle point.

And Louisiana, in particular, Is one of 
those States which has a tremendous stake 
in the area beyond the 3-mile line.

The underwater bottoms off Louisiana 
gently away from shore for scores of miles.

With present techniques it Is believed pos 
sible to drill some 40 or BO miles out.' Fu 
ture developments might exteud that range.

And the fact is, of the 240 wells already 
completed oft the Louisiana coast, more than, 
half are located beyond the 3-mlle limit.

Thus, the possible revenue to be obtained 
from this far-flung outer area is far greater 
than that which is Involved In the 3-mile 
coastal belt.

And, to protect our interests, Louisiana 
Senators, Congressmen, and other officials 
must follow two broad courses:

Prepare the soundest possible legal case 
to back up our claims to a boundary beyond 
the 3-mlle limit.

Work to include in subsequent legislation 
clauses giving the coastal States a share of 
income from the area beyond their historic 
boundaries.

Texas and Florida have obtained some 
recognition for their claims of boundaries 
extending 10.5 miles offshore.

Governor Kennon argued in Washington 
recently that the law admitting Louisiana 
to the Union gave us the same limit—3 
leagues, or 10.5 miles, beyond certain Islands. 
Louisiana's case in this respect should be 
pressed with all possible vigor.

Congress now faces the problem of pass- ' 
Ing a second offshore oil bill dealing with the 
submerged lands beyond State boundaries.

It may decide to define the State limits in 
this bill, giving due recognition to the claims 
of Texas, Florida, and Louisiana. If not, the 
matter of boundaries is sure to end up In 
the courts.

As for a State voice In oil operations be 
yond State boundaries, the Government may 
give' coastal States power to regulate "and 
tax this development.

Or it may allocate to the States 37.5 per-- 
cent of the revenue from these lands, as Is 
done in the case of public lands in the In 
terior.

. But, however it is accomplished, It is vital 
to Louisiana that a fair division of the pro 
ceeds from the outer lands be worked out.

Billions of dollars are Involved.
And this source of potential revenue Is 

of inestimable Importance to this State. It 
Is needed to supply Louisiana with vital 
educational facilities and to support basic 
governmental services in the decades to 
come.

Hon. Thomas C. Buchanan

EXTENSION OP REMARKS
OF

HON. SIDNEY R. YATES
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 20, 1953
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, under the 

leave to extend my remarks in the 
RECORD, I include the following letter:.

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE ! 

AND FOREIGN COMMERCE,
May 12, 1953. 

THOMAS C. BUCHANAN, Esq.,
Chairman, Federal Power Commission,

Washington, D. C.
DEAR MR. BUCHANAN : It Is with great regret 

that I have to forego the privilege and pleas 
ure of being with you today to Join with 
your associates and friends In paying tribute 
to you for the outstanding service you have 
rendered as Chairman of the Federal Power 
Commission.

I do not want to let this opportunity pass, 
however, without expressing the strong feel- 
Ing I have that you have acted as the people's 
advocate on a commission where it Is essen 
tial to have men who cannot be swerved from, 
duty by emoluments, threats, or cajoleries.
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race doctrine. Our 18- and 19-year-old men 
are dying In this foreign land to eliminate 
prejudice because of race, creed, political be 
liefs, and color. We have contributed $87 
billion In direct relief and loans to help more 
unfortunate people. It Is for the same peo 
ple throughout the same free world that we 
must keep the Walter-McCarra'n Naturaliza 
tion and Immigration Act.

My friends, read this law; explain Its pro 
visions to your fellow citizens. We must 
fight Ignorance, selfishness, complacency, 
and Indifference In America. Ask the op 
ponents of this measure about the provisions 
of this great law; ask them to offer a fair and 
equitable substitute. You will find they 
cannot do It. This law Is the will of the 
American people. Let us give It a chance.

I was saddened to hear our new President 
comment unfavorably on this law before It 
has had a chance to prove Its worth to the 
free world. My plea to you Is to stand up 
and be counted. Let us not destroy this law 
before It has had time to cope with this 
problem. An Informed citizenship can go a 
long way toward preserving the United States 
of America. This law will do as much to 
save America and the free world as our guns, 
tanks, ships, planes, and atomic science. Let 
us be found along with the FBI, the Central 
Intelllgency Agency, the American Legion, 
and countless patriotic organizations who 
are gallantly fighting to preserve the free 
world against the forces of Communist 
despotism.

• On the monument to the late Senator Ben 
Hill. In Atlanta, we find these words: "He 
who saves his country saves all things, and 
all things saved will bless him. He who lets 
his country die. lets all things die, and all 
things dying will curse him."

MEETING SPONSONED BY THE CITIZENS COM 
MITTEE FOB THE WALTER-MCCABRAN ACT, 
HELD IN PHILADELPHIA, FEBRUARY 7, 1953 
The reception committee: Rear Adm. 

John V. McElduff, chairman; director civil 
ian defense of Delaware County, Pa.; Harry 
C. Murray, secretary, past department of 
Pennsylvania aide-de-camp, 1946-47, VFW; 
James Gallagher, former Member of Congress. 
First District of Pennsylvania; Joseph Alien 
Rellly, Esq., past department of Pennsyl 
vania, Judge advocate. AMVETS; Arthur K. 
Barlow, director, civilian defense, Chelten 
ham Township, Montgomery County; W. 
Henry- MacFarland, executive chairman, 
American flag committee; James Herbert 
Egen, Esq., Montgomery County attorney; 
Andrew W. Green, Esq., • Harrlsburg attor 
ney; John Turner, M. D.; Edwin S. Rowland, 
Jr., abrasive engineer.

Who Receives Treatment in Veterans' 
Administration Hospitals

EXTENSION OP REMARKS 
OP

HON. OLIN E. TEAGUE
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, May 19, 1953

Mr. TEAGUE.. Mr. Speaker, to un 
derstand more clearly the composition 
of the patient load in Veterans' Admin 
istration hospitals, it is necessary to 
study the legal status for admission and 
the types of medical cases receiving 
treatment in Veterans' Administration 
Hospitals. On January 31, 1952, the
naHep£nSi Administration had 108,000 patients in hospitals

Thirty-five and six-tenths percent 
were veterans receiving care for service-

connected disabilities; 11.4 percent were 
veterans discharged from a military 

' service for disabilities incurred in line 
of duty or veterans in receipt of com 
pensation for service-connected disabil 
ities but receiving treatment for disabili 
ties other than their service-connected 
disability; six-tenths of 1 percent 
were nonveterans:—United States Armed 
Forces personnel, humanitarian, and 
emergency cases; 31.8 percent were pa 
tients with non-service-connected con 
ditions known to be chronic in nature, 
such as cancer, arthritis, or tuberculosis; 
20.6 percent were patients with non- 
chronic, non-service-connected disabili 
ties.

The last group of 20.6 percent, who 
are patients with non-service-connected, 
nonchronic conditions, are made up of 
veterans who are receiving a pension for 
a permanent and totally disabling non- 
service connection and . other veterans 
who have signed a statement that they 
are unable to pay for their treatment.

The problem facing .the Veterans' Ad 
ministration in hospitalizing war veter 
ans is entirely different from the prob 
lem facing other hospitals. The average 
World War I veteran is 61 years old and' 
the average World War II veteran is 35 
years old. The chronic nature of the 
Veterans' Administration patient load is 
indicated by the fact that over 50 per 
cent of Veterans' Administration patients 
in hospitals on January 31, 1952, had al 
ready spent more than a year on hospital 
rolls as Veterans' Administration pa 
tients. Of the 103,774 patients in Veter 
ans' Administration hospitals, 13.9 per 
cent were tubercular, 47 percent were 
psychotic, 2.7 percent had other psychia 
tric disorders, and 5.1 percent had neu 
rological disabilities.

Over a third of the tubercular patients 
had been on the hospital rolls for more 
than 1 year and well over a third of the 
psychotic patients had been in Veterans' 
Administration hospitals for more than 
10 years.

In addition to those veterans receiving 
treatment in Veterans' Administration 
hospitals, the Veterans' Administration 
contantly has a waiting list of 20,000 
to 30,000 veterans who are seeking ad 
mission to a Veterans' Administration 
hospital. Practically all service-con 
nected cases are taken care of imme 
diately; therefore, practically all of the 
waiting list consists of non-service-con 
nected cases which are seeking admission 
on the basis of their inability to pay for 
treatment last year. On April 30, 1953, 
the waiting list of applicants eligible for 
hospital admission but not yet scheduled 
because a bed was not available was 
composed as follows:
Combination NP-TB___________ 97
TB—————————————————„„-__ 2,378
Psychotic——________________ 11, 779
Other psychiatric__________ 2, 590
Neurological ——————________ 710
Medical———.——_____________ 2,952
Surgical ——————....__________ 4,303
Paraplegics ——————.——__.__ 25

condition which renders them unable to. 
make a living and pay for their medical 
treatment. A very large percentage of 
Veterans' Administration hospital pa 
tients and those on the waiting list seek- • 
ing admission are psychotic or tuber 
cular patients who, if not treated in Vet 
erans' Administration hospitals, in most 
instances would become a burden on the 
State. With a veteran population of 
more than 20,000,000, it is apparent that 
less than 1 percent of the veteran popu 
lation is hospitalized in Veterans' Ad 
ministration hospitals. The vast ma 
jority of veterans do not have service- 
connected disabilities, do not - desire' 
treatment in a Veterans' Administration 
hospital, or they are unable to sign the 
oath as to their inability to pay.

The Continental Shelf

' Total..——————....._____ 24, 834

A summary of these-figures reveals 
several facts. A vast majority of pa 
tients in Veterans' Administration hos 
pitals either have service-connected dis 
abilities or have a long-term chronic

EXTENSION OP REMARKS 
OP

HON. SIDNEY A. FINE
OP NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, May 20, 1053

Mr. PINE. Mr. Speaker, under leave 
to extend my remarks, i am inserting 
herewith editorial of the New York Times 
of May 15,1953, in regard to the offshore 
oil bill legislation recently enacted. The 
editorial discusses the problem adequate 
ly, and I recommend it to my colleagues: 

THE CONTINENTAL SHELF
Now that the bill giving to the States all 

the offshore oil out to their so-called historic 
boundaries has passed Congress and is await 
ing the President's signature, It Is more 
necessary than ever that the Federal Gov 
ernment be granted specific power to develop 
the vast undersea mineral resources still left 
In its control. The House has already ap 
proved legislation doing just that; and the 
Senate leadership has committed itself to 
bringing the matter up for consideration 
without delay.

The importance of this question-is evident 
when we reflect that an estimated five-sixths 
of the huge oil reserves off this Nation's 
coasts lies beyond the boundaries of the Gulf 
States in relatively shallow waters extend 
ing as far as 200 miles out to sea. This Is 
the area known as the Continental Shelf.' 
The offshore oil bill which has Just passed, 
both Houses of Congress goes no further In 
respect to this area than to reaffirm a Pres!-* 
dential proclamation of 1945 declaring that 
the natural resources of the "subsoil and sea 
bed" of the shelf "appertain to the United 
States" and are subject to Its Jurisdiction 
and control.

The Senate struck out an entire section 
of the bill providing for Federal development; 
of the shelf. Now the House, by overwhelm 
ing vote, has In effect repassed this pro 
vision as a separate measure and thus forced 
It again upon the attention of the Senate. 
Unless the Senate also takes affirmative ac 
tion, the Federal Government will technically..; 
have "control" of the area but will be un-7. 
able to develop it by providing for leases of 1 
the oil-rich lands. Nor will It be able to* 
arrange exchanges of already existing States 
leases for Federal leases. j

What the Senate does about this bill wlll'j 
be the real test of the sincerity of those 
argued that all the coastal States wanted;-! 
was development rights for oil found clos8,3 
to their shorelines, not for oil discovered 50 
or 100 miles out to sea. The very fact 
Texas, Louisiana and the others now
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^on their point that the undersea oil within- 
certain claimed boundaries belongs to them 
makes It of particular-Interest to see whether 
or not they will support the counterbalanc 
ing measure giving development rights 'to 
the rest of the offshore oil—and by far the 
greater part of the total—to the United 
States.

We still think that all resources beyond 
low-water mark ought to belong to the peo 
ple as a whole, but that Issue has been settled 
at least temporarily. It Is now up to the 
Senate to see that the Federal.Government 
Is permitted to go ahead with the develop-, 
ment by private companies of the remaining 
part of the Continental Shelf contiguous to 
the coasts of the United States, and to be 
sole recipient of royalties from the fruits of 
that development.

The Press

EXTENSION OF REMARKS. 
or

HON. JOHN W. McCORMACK
OF MASSACHUSETTS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 20, 1953
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 

Include in my remarks a splendid edi 
torial, The Press, appearing in the May 
16, 1953, issue of the Pilot, the official 
newspaper of the archdiocese of Boston: 

THE PRESS
In an unprecedented address to newsmen 

In Rome, the Holy Father this week recalled 
to them the dedication of their profession to 
the pursuit of truth In the service of .lasting 
peace. Pointing out the easy temptation to 
distort the news picture In the interests of 
more dramatic publicity, he urged them to 
"obtain for truth, simply presented, a part 
of that considerate Interest" which is. so 
readily given to the sensational and the mis- • 
leading lie. This is advice which it is well 
for us to ponder with recurring regularity. 
. Those of us who are working in the press 
field are always cautious to guard every gate 
against persons who for any reason threaten 
or seek to compromise the cherished freedom 
of the press. In our preoccupation with the 
defense of our own freedom, however, we 
sometimes run the risk of infringing on the 
legitimate freedoms of others. We must be" 
ready, of course, to protect the legitimate 
and invaluable freedom of the press as a 
necessary part of that larger civil liberty 
without which the good society is unthink 
able.. At the same time we are forced to 
admit that something is wrong when good 
men trying to do an honest and forthright 
Job find themselves in terrifying fear of the 
press.

All about us,-if we pause long enough to 
notice, there are men in public life, and 
especially those in Government, who live 
in mortal terror of tomorrow's headline, not 
because they have done anything wrong, but 
because something they may have said con 
tains the germ of a sensational story. It 
is easy for us to underestimate this terror, 
~~ It is always easy to be brave when the

~**t is not our own; it is easy also to say 
it is unreasonable, but when a man's 

juture and family are bound up in It, there 
J° legitimate room for emotion. It would 
°e 8°od to be able to say that it is a chimera, 
k ""l-o'-the-wisp, with no basis In reality 
th \ we Kte honest with ourselves we know 
^at this is not so.

This is not to say that newsmen and edi- 
uni!Lare ogrelike watchdogs waiting to pounce 
Utti unsuspecting and exploit the cas- 
-~ remark at the expense of the speaker. 

1 more nearly means is that someone

finds himself In need of a headline as the 
presses are waiting or sometimes in need -of 
sales as the finances show signs of declining. 
There are few things more calculated to 
catch readers (and consequently advertisers), 
than the melodramatic story, even when 
built upon the flimsiest of evidence. For 
all that, we must admit that such actions 
are woeful distortions of the truth, in whose 
service we work.

The point is simply that there is a line 
beyond which we must not go, an area in 
which we are not really free at all—we are 
bound In by truth itself and straitened by 
the facts as they are. This does riot merely 
mean, as the Pontiff mentioned, that all we 
say be true, but that no significant omls^ 
sions mar the integrity of the story or no 
improper emphases be supplied which do 
violence to the context. It may be truly 
called an unreasonable fear if men worry 
about their press notices within these rules, 
but they have reason to worry when this 
devotion to truth is ignored.

By and large the press knows its obli 
gations and stands up to them, but an ex 
amination of conscience on our fidelity to 
the whole truth does no harm to the best 
of us and can do much good for those who 
are faltering.

Usher L. Burdick, of North Dakota, a 
Distinguished Member of Congress

EXTENSION OP REMARKS
OF

HON. EDWARD P. BOLAND
OF MASSACHUSETTS.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 20, 1953
Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, as a new 

Member of Congress, it was my good for 
tune in the early days of this session to 
become acquainted with a very distin 
guished Member of this body, the Hon 
orable USHER L. BURDICK. Since that 
time, and over almost daily early break 
fasts in the House restaurant, my ad 
miration and respect for this unique man 
have grown. His great ability, sharpness 
of mind, clarity of judgment, his warm 
friendliness, goodness of heart, and mas 
sive honesty—all of these wonderful at 
tributes are well known to the member 
ship of the House. So, too, Mr. Speaker, 
are his profound knowledge and his mar- 
velous wit. An independent in every 
sense of the word; a disciple, I may say, 
of the elder La Pollette—he speaks out 
without fear or favor whenever the oc 
casion demands. Those of us who have 
come to know him well recognize him as 
a truly distinguished American. .From 
humble beginnings and by dint of hard 
personal labor and a burning desire for 
education and success, he has hoisted 
himself to the enviable position of one of 
North Dakota's most distinguished sons. 
This great Midwestern State can well be 
proud of him.

Mr. Speaker, one can learn much from 
watching and listening to those who have 
come a long way on the highway of life. 
USHER L. BURDICK'S friendship has given 
me a greater sense of the value of man's 
goodness to man, a deeper appreciation 
of the struggle and history of the United 
States. I seize the opportunity to insert 
in the RECORD a highly interesting char 
acter study of a truly good American

which appeared in last Sunday's Wash 
ington Star by Mary McGrory:

No DOUBT ABOUT IT, MB. BURMCK Is A
CHARACTER WITH CHARACTER

(By Mary McGrory)
Amid a discreet murmer of congressional 

approval for proposed congressional pay 
raises, there arose last week one loud roar 
of dissent. It came from USHER L. BURDICK, 
74-year-old Republican Representative at 
Large from North Dakota, a crusty oldtimer 
who frankly told his colleagues they were 
Jumping in the public trough with both, 
feet.

From anybody else, such blunt talk would 
be resented as the mouthlngs of a publicity 
seeker or a curmudgeonly millionaire. But 
from Mr. BURDICK it was not only predictable, 
It was acceptable. In 16 years on the Hill, 
the North Dakotan has established himself 
as an authentic rugged individualist who pro 
ceeds from principle rather than perversity.

Go anywhere on Capitol Hill and ask about 
USHER BURDICK. "He's a character," you will 
be told. But your informant will hasten to 
explain that Mr. BURDICK Is a character with 
character, neither a headache nor a bore, 
and assuredly not to be classed with the 
obstructionists and simple eccentrics who 
find their way to Congress.

NO PICKLEPUSS, HE

Nor is Mr. BURDICK, for all his dissenting 
and wrong thinking about such constructive 
projects as congressional pay hikes, a pickle- 
puss. He is as friendly as a pup, as popular 
as a football star (which indeed he was in 
college) and possessed of a completely un- 
warped outlook on life.

But he Is a reluctant Republican.' Not so 
reluctant as Senator MORSE, of Oregon, who 
quit the party; he would never do a thing 
like that. Still, his reluctance to go along 
with the OOP can be gaged from what he 
did last year, when he went to the hospital; 
He left his proxy for pairs on domestic Issues 
with Representative MCCORMACK, of Massa; 
chusetts, majority leader in the then Demo- 
.cratic-controlled House.

USHER BURDICK would never leave his 
proxy with the Democrats to be cast on for-- 
eign issues. His opinion of the United 
Nations and such-llke foreign entanglements 
is •uncomplicated: He's agin' them. He is a 
rock-ribbed isolationist, even in his own. 
Introverted part of the country. Still, he 
is for reciprocal trade.

A HOUSE LANDMARK

In the House of Representatives Mr. BUR- 
DICK Is outstanding. Well over 6 feet tall 
and bulky even for that height, he Is a land-, 
mark in the lower chamber. When he gets 
to his feet and lumbers to the well to speak. 
Members and visitors alike settle back in an 
ticipation of an enlivening—and, strangely, 
enlightening—discourse shot through with 
illustrations from homesteading days and his 
boyhood with the Indians.

A pureblood Caucasian, Mr. BURDICK 
nevertheless has grasped the Indian point 
of view. He Is the only Federal legislator 
who speaks fluent Sioux. The one nonabo- 
riginal subject.in his impressive office photo 
gallery Is his Democratic friend, MCCORMACK, 

.of Massachusetts. What.is more, Mr. BUR- 
DICK has written 29 books on frontier days, 
all of them packed solid with authentic In 
dian lore.

The North Dakotan gets his knowledge not 
only from experience, but also from books. 
He classes himself as a "book-a-day man." 
To accommodate the fodder of his wide- 
ranging mind, he has not a book shelf, but a 
bookhouse, and in it 25,000 volumes, mainly 
on western history.

GROTON VERSUS COOKSTOVE

His booklshness brought him into warm 
personal friendship with both Presidents 
Roosevelt and Truman. The contrast of the 
former, educated at Groton and Harvard, 
and Mr.. BURDICK, who learned his ABC's
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Certainly, today's small towns have almost 

everything—or access to It—that have our 
largest cities. Grit can't claim all the credit, 
to be sure. Good roads, the automobile, 
telephone, movies, and radio—and the boys 
going to and from two world wars—all have 
Had a part. But Grit has had lor many 
years the largest concentration of circula 
tion in small towns of any publication.

It interests us, too, to see big business 
recognizing the small towns as sites for new 
plants. They call it decentralization of in 
dustry. But by any name it's a recognition 
of the stability and worth of smalltown 
people.

I know Dad would be pleased with all this 
progress. To do a real Job for small 
town people—to inspire them to think and 
to do good, to love America—was his pur 
pose throughout his life; it's the purpose 
of Grit today, and will be its guide in the 
future.

Dad died in 1938 at nearly 79. Since then 
my brother, Howard, and I have been trying 
to fill his shoes—carry out his ideas, and 
live up to his ideals. We, too, have added 
new buildings and equipment to maintain 
Grit's reputation as one. of the best printed 
and edited papers in the country.

In' 1944 we changed the format to tabloid 
size. We've changed many details to keep 
it modern, alive, and attune. But in the 

, wholesomeness of its editorial content, in 
its sectional makeup, and in the Inspiration 
of its appeal to every member of the family. 
It is quite the same as Dad developed it.

Economic pressures, higher taxes, wages 
and cost of materials have forced changes 
he would have been loathe to make. He 
always wanted to hold the 5-cent piece which 
of necessity has been raised to 7 and then 
10 cents. But the reader-value of the paper 
has never decreased! His 80-20 ratio of 
editorial matter to advertising content has 
never changed. Nor have his appeal to and 
belief in small-town America or his great 
Interest in boys ever lessened. .

Grit has continued .to grow In size and 
Influence and importance. More than 700,- 
000 families (3 million people) in 16,000 
small towns throughout the Nation, read 
Grit every week. And nearly 90 percent of 
them buy their copy from one of 30,000 Grit 
salesboys.

As Grit grew, so has the number of Grit 
employees. Dad always called them "Grit 
family." Their interest In the development 
and progress of Grit knits them together 
with a loyalty, a record of service, seldom 
equalled. Of the 289 active employees, 47 
are members of Grit's Quarter Century Club. 
An additional 26, with service records of 
from 25 to 59 years, .still belong to the fam 
ily under Grit's retirement plan.

HIS CUIDEPOSTS MARK OUR FUTURE
It's a big Job to follow a successful man 

like Dad was—In fact as in the hearts and 
minds of his fellowmen. Howard and I 
have struggled to catch his pace. His Ideals " 
still govern. And, while some of his meth 
ods have been altered to meet today's prob 
lems, his standards of life and business, 
his honesty, and integrity remain our guide- 
posts—guideposts we are endeavoring to keep 
bright for our 4 sons who are learning 
the business today.

America is still the land of opportunity— 
and the soundness of its small-town thinking 
still holds the keys of liberty and freedom. 
So long as Grit continues to help build 
sound minds and sincere hearts in small? 
town families, the aims and Ideals, the loves, 
'and the hopes of that immigrant boy will 
truly live on and on.

A bronze plaque in our lobby is Inscribed 
"Dietrick Lamade, publisher of Grit, 1884- 
1938, whose vision, Initiative, tenacity, and 
resourcefulness made him the exemplar of 
his favorite saying: 'Difficulties show what 
men are'."

A Misinformed Columnist

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF

HON. LOUIS E. GRAHAM
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, August 3,1953

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker; under 
leave to extend my remarks, I wish to in 
clude the following articles by J. Audley 
Boak which appeared in the Pennsyl 
vania Grange News of May 1953: 

A MISINFORMED COLUMNIST
"President Elsenhower's policies seem now 

about to be tested with an old political 
adage: If the fleshpots don't get you, the 
crackpots will. These two hazards apply, In 
that order, to his domestic and foreign pro 
grams.

"America's most vocal 'gimmle' group, the 
subsidized farm bloc, is already bewailing the 
day when sturdy sons of the pioneers may be 
brought down to their last Cadillac and pri 
vate airplane. Here with spring brightening 
our blessed land, we have the pitiable specta 
cle of plow-toughened hands stretched palm- 
upward to Washington.

"It is pitiable because it shows what can 
happen to a great race of agrarians who have 
been taught that the place to seek prosperity 
is at the political rlalto rather than at the 
threshing floor and the smokehouse. For 20' 
years 'now the American farmer has been 
taught to croon noises of self-pity, even 
while snapping the rubber band on his bank 
roll or passing his place for a second help 
ing."

The above excerpt is from an article by 
a nationally known columnist which ap 
peared on March 5 and would be amusing 
to anyone who knows agriculture and its 
condition if it were not so misleading and 
that it misinforms the consumer. Since 
when did it become an unpardonable sin 
for a farmer to have a bank roll, or an auto 
mobile, or even a plane?

I am inclined to think if any crackpot 
gets our President, it will be those who 
magnify every difference of opinion and try 
to enter a wedge in the administration to 
split the powers that be.

"Difference of opinion is no crime, as only 
by difference of opinion is progress to the 
truth attained." It is evident that the col 
umnist has not read the records of the great 
agricultural organizations that are on record 
as opposing subsidies. It is hard to find 
prosperity on the threshing floor or in the 
smokehouse when these products are der 
creasing in price while their operating cost 
is increasing. I have never favored price 
fixing, but If the farmer must pay a mini 
mum wage for labor on the threshing floor 
or in the smokehouse, .why should he not 
have a floor price under his grain, hams, 
and bacon? . .

When the hourly wage of the farmer ex 
ceeds that of labor or industry, it will be 
time to talk about the farmer's being over 
paid, or overprotected, or driving a Cadillac. 
We will agree that he has been overcon- 
trolled too long.

History proves that agrarian depression 
precede Industrial depressions, so Mr. Col 
umnist, it is to your interest that the farmer 
has a bank roll. Agriculture has always 
favored economy and a balanced budget, so 
Mr. Elsenhower need not fear the longr 
termed wisdom of-the farmer, but the short- 
termed selfishness of the crackpot.

SHOULD THE VOTING AGE BE REDUCED TO 18
YEARS? ,

No one denies that a boy who Is old enough
to carry and use .a musket should be able to
cast a ballot. ' . ,,, . . • -. >

Who wants the age limit reduced?
Do the boys and girls? Do their parents?
Does, the general public when only about 

40 percent of those who now have the right 
to vote exercise their privilege?

Is it not the liquor interests that will 
profit most? A boy or girl who is old enough 
to vote Is old enough to buy liquor legally. 
Is it worth millions of dollars to the liquor 
dealers to be allowed to sell to the teen 
agers?

Could anything please the liquor interests 
more than to open up to them a field of 
10 million youth of the age when habits are 
formed?

We had better think twice.

Tidelands Case and Bill Murray

EXTENSION OP REMARKS
OF

HON. GEORGE S. LONG
OF LOUISIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, August 3,1953

Mr. LONG. Mr. Speaker, under 
unanimous consent, I insert in the Ap 
pendix of the RECORD a recent article 
which appeared in the Daily Oklahoman. 
predicting what Bill Murray, former 
Governor of Oklahoma, would have done 
had he. been Governor of Texas during 
the tidelands oil fight:

TIDELANDS CASE AND BILL MURRAY 
(By Gordon Hlnes)

(EDITOR'S NOTE.—Some interesting specula 
tion is presented here on what a colorful 
Oklahoman might have done if he had occa 
sion to clash with the Federal Government 
over oil development of tidelands in the gulf. 
Gordon Hines, the author, is a former news? 
paperman, more recently a business and mar 
ket consultant. He is author, among other 
things, of Alfalfa Bill Murray, a biography 
of the former Governor.)

What would Alfalfa Bill Murray, former 
Governor of Oklahoma, have done if he had 
been Governor of Texas during the tidelands 
controversy?

As his biographer, who got to know him 
very well, I am about to hazard a guess. My 
guess is founded upon the things he did 
when Federal.authorities challenged his pow 
ers as governor and threatened to usurp the 
sovereignty of his State.

Bill Murray, In spite of the crudities his 
enemies.love to exaggerate, is a man cast in 
the pioneer American mold. One of the 
country's outstanding authorities on consti 
tutional law, Murray was able to stand on. 
sound legal ground when he defied those who 
would have encroached upon his State's 
rights.

Because of my sincere admiration for the 
man's intelligence and courage, I would not 
for any consideration wish to offend his fiery 
Independence—his ability and willingness to 
speak forthrightly for himself on all occa 
sions. So, in speculating upon what he 
would do or would have done earlier than 
now if he had been Governor of Texas when 
the tidelands issue first raised its ugly head, 
I am not presuming to speak for him—only 
about him.

I see him hunched over the Governor's 
desk in Austin, laboring with a lead pencil 
upon his first draft of a letter to the Presi 
dent of the United States. His old slouch 
hat would be pulled low over, his eyes to 
shade them; he would have kicked off his 
shoes; he'd probably be sitting .on one foot 
.with the other thrust out at an angle that 
would have been excruciatingly uncomforta- 
.tole for anyone but his angular self. He
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would be chewing on a cheap cigar and ashes 
would be scattered over his clothing and 
the desk. He'd be wearing that old black, 
alpaca office coat, with its burst-out elbows. 
The fire at the end of his cigar might have 
gone out, but one would almost expect that 
letter to the President to be sputtering and 
sizzling.

I think he'd begin on a brusquely courte 
ous-discourteous note. Informing the Presi 
dent that the correspondence would be con 
fidential until a reply had been received, but 
the old boy would Just as brusquely warn 
the President that the reply had better be 
satisfactory or he'd release the correspond 
ence to the press.

Then he'd lay his legal groundwork. There 
would be reference to Spanish grants. In 
dian treaties, purchase agreements, and his 
torical documents; then he'd come down to 
the Texas Republic and to the agreement 
between Texas and the United States Gov 
ernment which brought Texas Into state 
hood. He'd remind the President that Texas 
was to have ownership, In perpetuity, of 10'/2 
miles of tidelands; that Texas might main 
tain her own navy If she chose. There would 
be citations from the Constitution of the 
United States and from court decisions and 
from the English common law. Then he'd 
begin his summation and It might go some 
thing like this:

"Texas Isn't rebelling against the United 
States Government, Mr. President. Texas 
has proved her loyalty and the substance of 
her patriotic support in the past; she will 
prove It in the future in all her country's 
problems and crises—providing problems and 
crises aren't deliberately created to make 
tin heroes of demagogs. With between 6 and 
7 percent of the Nation's population, Texas . 
supplied 17 percent of the men for the armed 
services in World War II. With 6 to 7 per 
cent of the population of the Nation, Texas 
pays approximately 16 percent of the Federal 
taxes paid by all the States. Texas' natural 
resources have always been and always will 
be available to the Nation In a time of emer 
gency. So, you can't question the loyalty of 
Texas.

"If the point has not been clearly estab 
lished legally, it Is at least logical that It 
would be immoral and unethical for any rep 
resentative of the people to surrender the 
sovereignty of his people. It seems Just as 
logical, then, that It would be immoral and 
unethical for any official or administration in 
government to attempt to seize either the 
sovereignty or property of a lower branch of 
government.

"When any official of government, from the 
highest to the lowest, exceeds his legally con 
stituted authority In an attempt to seize the 
property or sovereignty of another branch 
of government, he goes outside the law; 
hence, he Is an outlaw and, if he persists, an 
Insurrectionist against that other branch of 
government.

"Texas does not purpose, Mr. President, to 
surrender her sovereignty or her property, 
nor to submit to Insurrection against her 
established rights.

"As Governor of Texas, I am establishing 
martial law along the coastlines and In 
structing our National Guard to defend our 
properties. It may even be necessary to set 
up a Texas navy for defense.

"Of course, I realize that the United States 
Army and Navy are bigger than the forces of 
Texas and that they could seize these Texas 
properties, but let me remind you that the 
Constitution of the United States restrains 
you. It provides that the President of the 
United States can send Federal troops into 
a State, but only at the request of the sov 
ereign State. Texas Is not requesting such. 
Intervention, Mr. President.

"Now. Mr. President, you may Instruct one 
tlon°a r Pederal Judges to issue an Injunc- 
'a UnitlcJ Stat*hiS actlon bv Ine and to 
"on upon me." £*£ ££%*£ botu

the Judge and the marshal In Jail for Insur- 
Tectlon against the State'of Texas."

Well, that's a guess—but I think it's a fairly 
accurate guess as to what militant Bill Mur 
ray would do In the given circumstances.

Perhaps the country needs a number of 
"Alfalfa Bill" Murrays—or, If Bill Murray 
were Governor of Texas, his example might 
serve as a beacon or as a. kick in the pants 
for other governors who seem either un 
willing or Incompetent to defend the rights 
of the people of their States.

Mr. United States

EXTENSION OP REMARKS 
OP

HON. COURTNEY W. CAMPBELL
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, August 3,1953

. Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, under 
leave to extend my remarks in the REC 
ORD, I Include the following editorial 
from E. P. Lambright, editorial director 
of the Tampa Morning Tribune, Tampa, 
Fla.:

Ms. UNITED STATES
Senator TAFT was called "Mr. Republican." 

We think a more fitting and Just appellation 
would be "Mr. United States." His compre 
hensive, accurate, and clear-thinking grasp 
of national problems, In their relation to 
domestic and world affairs, 'earned him place 
as the best informed and the ablest Ameri 
can public official of his day. In the global 
picture, he was recognized as the embodlr 
ment and exemplar of his and our country.

He was conservative In trend, firm In con 
viction, sincere in pledge, dependable in per 
formance. Holding high place In Govern 
ment, he kept his conduct clean—his record 
was unstained by scandal, untouched by 
ulterior motive or contaminating Influence. 
He welcomed fair criticism, but resented and 
rebuked unfounded aspersion. He was never 
afraid to put his thought Into word.

Son of a President, he was born and bred 
In the atmosphere of statesmanship. Natu 
rally he aspired to be one of what would 
have been, the second father-son presiden 
tial succession In our history. He desired to 
be President, not alone because his father 
had been, but because he believed he could 
•be of valuable service to the Nation. Three 
times he was foiled In that ambition, losing 
the nomination to Willkie In 1940, to Dewey 
In 1948, to Elsenhower In 1952. These de 
feats did not embitter him, although the lat 
ter was by such a narrow margin as to be 
particularly disappointing. Despite this se 
vere blow he did not sulk. He strove earnest 
ly and unreservedly for the election of the 
man who won the prize he so zealously 
sought.

Always loyal, he gave freely and unselfish 
ly of his time and thought to the support of 
the new Republican President, the new Re 
publican administration. He emerged from 
the shadows of defeat as the still recognized 
and revered leader of his party In Congress. 
He did not have to offer his advice or aid; he 
was asked to give It, and invariably did. He 
was the safe balance wheel, the great sta 
bilizer In national legislation. His aim was 
to make his party successful In power as It 
had been at the polls. It was his party's 
loss—and the Nation's loss—that he was 
felled -at the height of his usefulness. As 
statesmen go, he was still a young man at 
63. Normally, he had many years of dis 
tinguished service ahead. But it was not to 
be. Perhaps the stress and strain of combat 
hastened his end. Disease struck; dread can 
cer gnawed his vitals, corrupted his blood 
stream. In a New York hospital, after a mo

mentary rally .had brought hope for the bet 
ter, he passed Into the eternal silences. 

• * • •. * 
Whatever may develop politically from 

Senator TAFT'S death, the fact remains that 
the party, the Senate, and the country have 
lost an Incomparable leader, a vacancy that 
gapes with the Inadequacy of any apparent 
possibility of its attempted occupancy.

Installment Credit

EXTENSION OP REMARKS
OF

HON. J. PERCY PRIEST
OF TENNESSEE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, August 3, 1953

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, in a pe 
riod of war or grave national emergency, 
I have never objected to controls over 
installment credit. But I have objected, 
and do object, to such controls on a per 
manent basis.

There appears evidence at this time 
that the Federal Reserve Board has em 
barked upon a program to make such 
controls permanent, or at least to amend 
the Federal Reserve Act to such an ex 
tent that the authority for imposing and

• enforcing such controls is permanent. 
. In an effort to explain some of the

• Board's activities in the field of purely 
personal matters, such as the spending 
habits of the American public, I want 
to say a few words about installment- 
credit controls. These controls have 
been on and off the statute books since 
1941, and were handed to the Federal 
Reserve Board for administration and 
enforcement. Congress dropped them 
last year. The controls, known as regu 
lation W, gave the Board power to fix 
the amount of down payments on such 
items as washing machines, TV-radio 
sets, furniture, refrigerators, and other 
household appliances. Under terms of 
these powers, the Board also could, and 
did, set terms for small loans from banks 
and consumer finance companies. Reg 
ulation W does not apply to large com 
mercial loans.

The Board now is making a drive for 
permanent authority over the relation 
ship between borrower and lender, and 
between buyer and seller. The Board's 
current argument is not based on the 
pretext that installment-credit controls 
are needed to stem inflation, but rather . 
on the theory that a $70-a-week clerk 
might buy furniture on the installment 
plan and may not be able to meet his 
payments. Such a transaction seems to 
me to be the personal business of retail 
ers who risk their own money.

Here I want to mention the National 
Foundation for Consumer Credit which 
is doing an excellent job of installment 
credit education. The foundation is a 
nonprofit research organization, fi 
nanced by manufacturers, retailers, dis 
tributors, bankers, and other lending 
institutions. The foundation has been 
saying all along that the purchase of a 
washing machine has nothing to do with 
inflation, a fact now admitted by the 
Board itself.

The foundation, directed by William 
J. Cheyney, former college professor of


